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"An investigation concerning the influences and knowledge employed by Welfare 
Practitioners and Parents, when considering Child Maturity and  Risk Assessment in 
(Home Alone) Child Supervision situations." 
 
1. Abstract / Proposal 
This study originates from concerns raised by a number of examples of 
children being harmed by either a direct lack of parental supervision, or by indirect 
state intervention, evident in both media and academic forums.  This suggested 
some disharmony between the legislative requirements, the parental understanding, 
and welfare practitioner interpretations of minimum acceptable child supervision.    
 
The aim of this dissertation is to better understand the major influences on, and the 
de-facto practice of decision making with regard to parental supervision of children.  
This study critically examines and presents the results of (predominantly) 
quantitative research conducted with parental and welfare practitioner sample 
groups, within the region of West Cumbria, England. 
 
Current UK law regarding child supervision is neither definitive nor arbitrary, it is 
ambiguous.  Indeed there is no prescriptive legislation with regard to the common 
parlance phrases “home alone”, “child maturity” or “likelihood of harm”.  As a result of 
this, understanding of what is and what is not acceptable child supervision can vary 
between geographical, socio-political, or generational categories.   
 
This study initially investigates the understanding and practices of parents and 
welfare practitioners by evaluating their experiences, influences, knowledge base 
and values.   The raw data obtained from the two disparate groups is collated and 
analysed to identify trends or deviations, and then assessed with regard to legislative 
requirements and compared to the Government endorsed charity guidelines.     
The study identified some commonality between the two control groups with respect 
to influences and decision making, and some deviation regarding awareness and 
identification of hazards.  In addition it indicates a lack of in-depth knowledge of 
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legislation, whilst reducing concerns of misinterpretation of guidelines as legal 
requirements. 
 
2. Introduction 
 The background to this proposal originated from personal concerns that 
current legislation is neither fully comprehensible nor adequate to safeguard 
children.  For example, considering the existing variations in both legislative 
terminology, “neglect”, “wilful neglect”, “ill-treatment”, “actual suffering”, “likelihood of 
actual suffering”, “likely effect”, “risk of suffering”, and those none legislative 
terminologies, “child supervision”, “unsupervised”, or “home alone”, a confused 
picture began to emerge. (HM Government, various Children and Crime legislation 
1933, 1989, 2004, 2014, & 2015).    
Following the disappearance of Madeleine McCann in 2007, the issue of “child 
supervision” became a “cause celebre” generating some emotive finger pointing by 
the British press.  However as unfortunate as that case was, it did serve to illuminate 
a wider concern within child welfare services; namely that some parents consider it 
acceptable to leave infants unsupervised.  Although not academically demonstrable, 
high circulation media polls conducted following the McCann case only served to 
reinforce those concerns.  Debate.org's (2007) online poll – “McCann Mystery: Do 
you think that parents should leave their children at home unattended YES or NO?” 
suggested 40% of readers were in agreement.  A second survey purported 49% 
thought the McCann’s actions were acceptable.  Whilst avoiding Silverman’s (2011) 
notion of a divine orthodox trap of assuming welfare practitioners know best, these 
results remain especially disconcerting for social workers predominantly concerned 
with child welfare. 
When considering similar cases of child neglect, specifically “home alone” cases, 
social workers face an interminable dilemma.  Where a real risk to child welfare 
exists and practitioners fail to recognise or act upon that risk, the result to the child 
can be literally fatal.  High profile cases can also prove career-ending for the service 
providers concerned.   With such high stakes, it does not appear unreasonable that 
practitioners involved in child welfare (social workers, health workers, teachers, the 
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police...) might feel compelled to “err on the side of caution” in their decision making.  
However, such risk-averse decisions may have other consequences.  What might 
happen if practitioners were too fastidious in their risk assessment?  What if their 
decision resulted in separation of child and parent until such time as a Court ruling 
was provided?  What if the Court ruling did not support the practitioner's original 
decision?  Could the resulting family separation itself, constitute “serious harm” to 
the welfare of a child?  This situation has become more concerning in recent years, 
not least since MP John Hemming noted in parliament (Hansard 26 Oct 2012), “in 
the year to 31 March 2011, 5,200 children under five left care....... only 1,100 
returned to their parents. That is a substantial shift from 1995, when it was the norm 
for children to return to their parents.” In other words, any error in the initial 
assessment of a case could have far reaching and unintended consequences. 
Clarity of the situation was not improved by Edward Timpson (spokesperson for the 
Secretary of State for Education – Hansard 5th Nov 2014) who in answer to a 
request for “guidance on the age threshold at which and for what period leaving one 
or more children alone or in charge of another child at home is an advisory issue, a 
child protection issue or a criminal offence?”, advised, firstly that the 1933 Act 
applied, and that “the choice to leave children home alone is left to the parents to 
decide using their own judgement,” but then went on to state that “the NSPCC 
produce guidance on this, which sets out the law and when it would become a child 
protection issue, or a criminal offence to leave a child at home alone.”  Which in itself 
is contradictory, because the NSPCC guidance includes specific ages for particular 
actions which the legislation does not.   
The contention is that legislative amendments are essential in order to reduce the 
ambiguities of words such as “risk” or “maturity”, to provide children better protection 
under the law, for both parents and child welfare services.  During preparation of this 
study, consideration of the criminal / civil aspects of the law were succinctly captured 
by a Carlisle Police Duty Sergeant (previously part of the Public Protection Unit) in 
just one word, “proportionate”.  However, “proportionate” is itself ambiguous, and 
whilst it is not possible (with a study such as this) to demonstrate that a parental 
“laissez faire” approach to child supervision, or a social worker's tendency to “err on 
the safe side,” might inadvertently be causing children harm, it is possible to gain a 
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better understanding of what both parents and welfare practitioners consider 
“proportionate” in matters of child supervision.  Not only that, but also why they 
believe them to be so.  Gaining that understanding of “what” and “why” particular 
actions are or are not considered acceptable, and identifying any areas where the 
judgement of parents and welfare practitioners potentially diverge, provide the 
principal objective of this research.     
3. Literature Review  
This Literature review has traced the concern of child supervisory neglect 
from the beginning of the twentieth century to the present day, systematically 
recognising and considering the impact of social problems including the political 
impact of World War II, economic conditions, social mobility and environmental risk 
factors relating to the suggestion of moral decline in child supervision.  Included is an 
investigation of the knowledge and skills set necessary for parents and social 
workers to ascertain safe supervisory practice. In contrast, further exploration 
addresses the contemporary legislative practice and concerns of America.  In 
conclusion it recognises the pertinent UK legislation, correlating directives and 
deficiencies regarding the implementation currently in practice   
3.1 Historical overview of the social issues surrounding child supervision in 
the UK 
Child Supervision was not considered to be a social issue until the Second World 
War impacted the family sanctuary.  Many fathers were expected to join the military, 
which meant many mothers had little choice but to go out work.  Children as young 
as 5 years old were left home alone for long periods of time, termed by many to be 
“latchkey kids” (Leung et al 1996).   According to Galambos & Dixon (1984), society 
regarded this practice sympathetically, as people felt mothers should not be criticised 
for supporting the war effort.  This is not to say that there wasn’t a moral concern 
regarding this ethical dilemma (Younghusband 1978).  And as Summerfield (2013) 
clarified the government did introduce free war time nurseries (from 1940) to 
encourage more women into the workplace, reducing the need to rely on the close-
knit community ties provided by the parent's social capital.    
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Summerfield (2013) suggests government strategy changes direction post war, 
towards a campaign to discourage married women from working outside the home, 
and to ensure there were enough jobs for the returning servicemen.  Marshall (2011) 
states this was achieved by means of ensuring unequal pay for women, believing 
this tactic crucial to secure motherhood as an attractive vocation. Her writing also 
takes account of additional tactics including enlisting child psychologists to partake in 
marketing campaigns to highlight the subject of parent and child attachment.  Other 
examples included both the closing of the free nursery services, and external 
pressures from society.  However, irrespective of the political agenda, the campaign 
paid dividends and the majority of women returned to domestic duties.  Nonetheless, 
a “golden age” for the majority of children ensued, consequently the “latchkey kid” 
became a rarity and children enjoyed the securities of the home once more.  
Lewis and Cooper (1999) believe the past forty five years have witnessed a rebirth of 
the “latchkey kid” situation as a consequence of both the women’s movement, and 
difficult economic conditions, resulting in a rise in families with both parents working 
outside the home.  Moreover, rising divorce rates have created more single-parent 
families in which the sole parent had to work (Kuan & Yazdanifard 2015).  
Furthermore, Herrenkohl et al (1991) believe increased social mobility coupled with a 
decline in assistance from other relatives has led to a national lack of affordable, 
adequate child care. Consequently, Domenico & Jones (2006) warn that the 
childcare model of “latchkey” children has re-emerged, given a substantial number of 
children are staying home alone.  Parents have adopted this self-care as they feel 
alternative child care is either too expensive, inadequate, or not age appropriate.  
Grover (2009) amongst others, states that this is a reality for millions of children 
throughout the UK, and one which prosecution for neglect is highly unlikely unless a 
major incident occurs. 
There is also a concern that the childhood experiences of today's parents remain a 
major influence in their assessment of what is acceptable child supervision.  Ruffman 
et al (1999) suggests parents may be failing to conduct proper risk assessments of 
situations for quite a different reason; they may have been “latchkey kids” 
themselves.  Similarly, Kelly et al (2005) believe parents are inclined to draw on their 
own parentage to help guide their ethos on parenting.  However Cohen (1999) only 
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partially agrees and argues, if a parent believes their own parents to have poor 
parental capacity it can function as a counter identification.  In other words, a person 
may choose to parent in a completely different manner than that of their own 
parentage.  Nonetheless, neglectful supervision and the lack of understanding 
surrounding developmental stages and the risks therewith, remain a current concern.   
3.2 Knowledge of Child Development  
Outlining the lack of understanding regarding the risk associated with differing child 
development stages.   
A number of recent studies, including Davies and Ward (2012), Brandon et al (2011), 
and the Munro Interim Report (Munro, 2011) have highlighted the limited knowledge 
and training received by social workers regarding child development, particularly 
regarding specific child developmental stages and the associated risks therewith 
(Schofield and Simmonds 2013).   Examples listed by Lumsden (2013) include 
knowledge of Peripheral Vision, which does not develop until a child is 8 or 9 years 
old.  She also identified that at this age, children have limited speed perception, and 
consequently are unable to safely cross the road unescorted.  Similarly, young 
children’s bodies are very different to those of developed adults. Firstly, a child’s skin 
is 15 times thinner than an adult, making them more susceptible to serious burns 
and scalds. Secondly, their heads are proportionally larger, which increases the 
likelihood of a serious fall. Thirdly, their windpipes are smaller and less rigid, so they 
suffocate far more quickly if their necks are constricted.  
According to Grolnick et al (1990) fire presents a great risk to unsupervised children, 
revealing that although children observe fire being used daily, from the candles on a 
birthday cake, a cooker or a fire place, they perceive fire to be fun and enjoyable.  
They do not associate fire with danger; after all they can blow out a candle with a 
single breath.  Children do not understand that a single match can destroy a house.  
They are unaware of potentially flammable materials in a home, e.g. curtains, sofas 
and rugs. Pre-school children may understand simple cause and effect, but not more 
complex consequences.   
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Reinforcing this concern Godson (2014) reports that in children over 1 year old, fires 
are one of the most common causes of childhood deaths, often attributed to 
neglectful supervision. 
Likewise, ‘The Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents’ (2015) research on 
supervisory neglect reveals that, every year in the UK two million children are taken 
to accident and emergency units due to accidents in and around the home.   The 
research depicts on average 62 pre-school children die as a result of an accident in 
the home, and over 76,000 children of 14 years and under are admitted for hospital 
treatment, of which over 40% are children under 5 years of age.  Although these are 
pure statistics, Sidebotham et al (2014) maintain that pre-school children are most at 
risk from accidents within the home, and identified the highest numbers of deaths as 
fire related.  More significantly, they suggest most of these accidents are caused by 
inadequate of lack of supervision, stating most accidents are preventable through 
increased knowledge, awareness, and improved supervision.  
3.3 Defining Child Maturity and Related Risks 
When assessing “child maturity” and “likely harm” (risk), both the “Safeguarding 
Children's Board” and the NSPCC (2014) have produced instructional lists describing 
what parents should consider when leaving children unsupervised.  They include; 
providing contact phone numbers; the ability to return home quickly; explaining 
dangers in the home; clarifying what to do in an emergency etc.  Whatever parents 
and social workers consider “child maturity” and “likely risk” to be, the evidence 
suggests that their opinions diverge at some point.   
Furthermore, Finney et al (1993) research concerning maturity warns; however 
confident or mature a child may appear, almost all children under 8 years simply do 
not possess the cognitive ability to foresee hazard or evaluate threat.  Reiterated by 
Potts et al (1995) as their research disclosed, children younger than 8 years do not 
have well-developed executive functions.  All of the aforementioned research 
contributes to the importance of understanding child maturity and associated risks.  
Moreover, Lebel & Beaulieu (2011) state; caution should be applied to all children 
under 18 years, as teenagers are still going through significant neural developmental 
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in areas of the brain related to judgement and perspective, which compounds their 
immature emotions and decision-making ability.   
This “understanding” applies not only to the child but also the parent, as 
inexperienced or teenage parents may be unable to judge maturity or assess risk to 
the child.  With reference to research by Lebel & Beaulieu regarding how the 
teenage brain is still developing at 18 years, this exposes an already vulnerable and 
inexperienced person, to the responsibility of understanding the risks to a young 
child.  
Moreover this literature failed to identify any detailed direction in how child welfare 
practitioners were to interpret “maturity”, or “likely harm” (risk).   However, although 
the NSPCC guidelines may be an example of Silverman (2011) divine orthodoxy, 
they do nevertheless exist as a de facto reference.  Indeed its use was cited in a 
recent “News and Star” (9th Feb 2011) article featuring Julie Morrison, director of 
Cumbria's Children’s Services as stating “social workers advise parents to follow the 
guidelines from the NSPCC”.  Arguably good advice, however these guidelines are 
nonetheless just advisory, they are not a legal requirement.  Morris did reiterate the 
law by stating “while there is no law that states the minimum age.., it is an offence to 
do so if this puts them at risk.”   
Undoubtedly, the “risk assessment” within social care and the method of considering 
outcomes and likelihood of risk are imperative for all concerned.  Most professions 
consider risk in similar ways. For instance the European Standard BS EN 1050 
contains elements of severity, frequency, probability and avoidance of harm, 
particularly prevalent in supervision cases as argued by Gross-Manos (2014). The 
difference is that industrial assessments tend to be statistical, quantitative and thus 
more easily demonstrable than those based on qualitative professional judgement.  
Hence, if mistakes are made in child welfare work (for example the Baby P case) it is 
more difficult for practitioners to demonstrate that the correct risk decisions were 
taken.  According to Kemshall (2010) this professional judgement is the “clinical” 
aspect of risk management based on “information” provided to the risk assessment.  
This “information” includes the social worker's own accumulated “knowledge”, and 
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concerns linger, as lack of confidence in applying it may encourage practitioners to 
“play safe”. 
Whether or not child welfare practitioners are “playing safe” by using the 
Government referenced NSPCC guidelines as their only measure of risk or maturity 
in “home alone” cases, or whether it forms part of a holistic approach to risk 
assessment is unknown.  Nevertheless, in the event that local authority welfare 
practitioners were to solely use the NSPCC advice as the decision making process 
regarding “Intervention”, they would be operating outside the requirements of 
existing criminal law, currently set out in the “Overarching Principles: Assault on 
Children and Cruelty to a Child” guidelines issued by the Sentencing Guidelines 
Council in accordance with the Criminal Justice Act 2003. These identify “absence of 
action” in cases of neglect, and “...harm caused (by) lack of proper care, attention or 
supervision or exposure to the risk of harm” nonetheless, tempered by advice to 
remain aware of the culpability of the offender which can include “inadequate 
parenting skills” or simple “inability to cope.” 
3.4 Theorist’s perspective on the Social and Emotional impact on child 
supervision 
During the 1950’s Edward John Bowlby, a British psychoanalyst gained recognition 
for his for his pioneering work in child development, particularly regarding childhood 
attachments. Due to this research Bowlby was commissioned by ‘The World Health 
Organisation’ to market his theory on the consequences of childhood deprivation, 
particularly his hypothesis on maternal deprivation (Hinde 2005).  For instance, 
Bowlby (2005) claims children deprived of their main care-giver, will most likely suffer 
social, emotional and intellectual development problems. Most importantly he felt the 
effects of this deprivation to be irreversible, causing long term problems in adulthood, 
which supports the recent changes to legislation to recognise the emotional harm of 
neglect. 
There is a strong moral belief that supervisory neglect is connected to emotional 
neglect, especially regarding children under 11 years of age.  Higgins (2004) found 
that supervisory neglect not only leads to emotional neglect but also most probably 
physical neglect, emphasising the importance to address a child’s age and 
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vulnerabilities.  Even so Crittenden’s (1999) family typology sought to identify that 
lack of supervision within large chaotic families, may not be detrimental to a child as 
long as they offer warmth and love.  He goes on to say children from this 
environment can grow to be independent and resilient children, that is, if they 
manage to escape any physical harm.   
3.5 America Home Alone concerns 
By comparison, the challenge of child supervision in the United States does appear 
to far exceed that of the UK, as Aragon (2008) explains more than a third of all 
school children are “latchkey kids”. Alston (2010) blames working mothers, arguing 
they are putting children’s welfare at risk, revealing three million American children 
between the ages of 6 and 13 are regularly left unsupervised.  Moreover, 
Rajalakshmi & Thanasekaran (2015) research predicted that around 50,000 pre-
school children are also left to fend for themselves while their parents are at work.  A 
possible explanation for this is that the working contracts and financial assistance for 
parents remain far inferior to that of the UK.  
Likewise, Rajalakshmi & Thanasekaran (2015) findings reflect identical concerns to 
the UK.  That is “latchkey kid” often feels isolated and fearful, for example fear of 
dark, fear of noises, fear of intruders and their own personal safety. These findings 
may reflect why in America some states have a minimum age specified in law.  
These include Kansas, Georgia, Maryland and North Carolina, all of which list 8 
years as the legal minimum age for children left at home alone (Child Welfare 
Information Gateway 2013). In other states, the age range is between 10 to 12 
years. 
3.6 The Case for Clarification of UK Law  
Current Government advice regarding the law for leaving your child “home alone” 
acknowledges the absence of any legal minimum age and identifies child “maturity” 
as the important factor. (direct.gov). In short, legally it is a qualitative judgement 
rather than a quantitative judgement (nidirect.gov.uk 2014).  However, they confuse 
the situation by referencing the NSPCC's guidelines which apply a quantitative 
measure to the assessment (nspcc.org.uk 2015 - See Appendix 1).  Although this 
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advice is provided with good intentions, it has the potential to allow a welfare 
practitioner to apply a quantitative judgement to a parental qualitative assessment.  
This may have been a contributory factor in the large number of failed interventions 
in the last quarter of 2014, which saw 40% of the 105 UK parents arrested and 
charged with leaving their children unsupervised, released without further action 
(Express and Star 2015).  This was certainly the view of the “Justice For Families 
Campaign Group” who believe this is because there is both “insufficient criticism of 
Intervention” and a “failure to recognise that intervention is damaging”.  Their 
concern has now reached Parliamentary level with Liberal Democrat MP John 
Hemming (“Express and Star”- 27th March 2015) stating: "The government claims 
that the judgement as to whether it is right to leave a child home alone is made by 
the parents……. in fact the judgement is made by the police and local council 
workers.”   
Coram Children's Legal Centre (Safeguarding Children's Board 2014) “muddied the 
waters” still further by suggesting that “even a short period of time on their own can 
be distressing.... for a child under 13yrs”, which provided another “quantitative” 
measure.  Which contrasts with the Children's Legal Centre’s policy manger’s belief 
that, 'it's difficult to apply one standard to children of different maturity levels, which is 
why the law may seem a bit woolly’.   
4. Methodology  
 In accordance with Carey (2013) this “methodology” provides a “framework” 
encompassing the research method, data collection, sample selection, and data 
analysis employed to reach a conclusion based on the dissertation's objectives.  
Several methodologies are available, some more relevant than others. For this study 
the “evaluation research” methodology was considered most appropriate, 
predominately because it provides a way of comparing statutory or legal 
requirements to actual practice (Humphries 2008, cited in Carey 2009: 112).  This 
approach is complimented by the Sanders and Liptroit “evaluation of change as it 
occurs” method (Carey 2013 :32 The social Work Dissertation), which affords 
consideration of the on-going changes between the expectations of charities, welfare 
practitioners, government, legal requirements and parents over a period of time.  
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Other methodologies that were considered included the “feminist methodology”, 
which was discarded because gender was not expected to play a significant factor in 
the study findings and would therefore not substantially contribute to the discussion. 
Although should the study findings have indicated any gender bias, the methodology 
could have been employed. Similarly, given the limited resources of the study and 
time scale, the interview / observation intensive layered approach of “grounded 
theory” was not considered appropriate.     
The empirical method demonstrates knowledge can be gained directly (or indirectly) 
via observation.  It therefore lends itself readily to direct acquisition of primary data 
which was necessary to determine the views of welfare practitioners and parents.  
Furthermore, Carey (2013) argues such knowledge acquisition can be either 
qualitative or quantitative, enabling both personal “open” question techniques and 
“closed” question statistical analysis via a questionnaire.  Thus although there was a 
large amount of non-empirical research undertaken during the preparation of the 
literature review with regard to the historical overview, the theories of child protection 
research and child legislation, the predominant research method employed was of 
an empirical nature via a questionnaire.  
This study combines both primary source research information (participant 
questionnaires) with primary source (notably government acts, judicial guidance and 
statistical data), and secondary source (including specialist books, journals, articles 
and popular media narrative) documentation.  
The purpose of the data collection was to provide a comparison between the legal, 
charity, and welfare expectations regarding “child supervision”, and a sample of local 
parenting groups and social welfare practitioners.   Not just a comparison between 
the descriptive “how things are” and the normative “how things should be”, but also 
the de-facto implementation of the divergent practices and/or requirements of both 
parents and social workers with regard to “likely harm” (risk) and “child maturity”.  
The research participants were drawn from West Cumbria’s communities and consist 
of two “non-probability” sample groups (Carey 2009).  One composed entirely of 
people with parenting experience and the other primarily of child welfare 
practitioners, but which might also include practitioners with parenting experience.  
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The use of “non-probability” sampling was designed to target the relevant groups to 
concentrate the available data and thus provide as “rich” a sample as possible from 
the limited sample size.            
The preferred research method of data collection was the questionnaire.  This 
method was selected for three reasons; firstly because interviews were considered 
too time intensive; secondly, because it afforded a larger sample size to be 
processed which in turn promotes study credibility; and thirdly, and most importantly, 
because it facilitates direct data collection and analysis.   
The research applied to this design study originated from primary legislation and a 
range of secondary documentation. It was compiled from a variety of sources, 
including the local press and welfare service providers, but predominantly from 
computerised data bases and published articles. Many of those sources are included 
as part of the literature review.  Patton (2002), states secondary sources refer to 
data that has been collected by other researchers and therefore runs the risk of 
being biased as the research conducted may have been gathered in order to 
promote a particular agenda. To promote balance, Rubin & Babbie (2007) 
recommend where possible, one should draw upon similar data from independent 
separate sources.  During preparation for this study a natural balance of competing 
interests began to emerge.  The conflicting views of the Government and law were in 
one corner, the child welfare charities and social worker profession in another, the 
local community and parents in a third, and the organised voice of concern in the 
form of the “Justice for Families Campaign Group” in a fourth.  The effect of those 
competing interests served to inform and regulate the debate and, almost by default, 
helped address Patton's concern of bias.    
To promote “rigour” the credible interpretation of study findings is very important 
(Padgett 2008).  Accordingly, the questionnaire was designed to contain one 
question to try to ascertain the true nature of the participant’s answers.  That 
question was repeated in both “open” and “closed” format (see section 4.1), allowing 
the answers to be compared.  Although this may appear surreptitious, it was not 
being conducted to identify fraudulent answers by individuals but to provide 
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confidence in the integrity of the study findings overall in accordance with Drisko’s 
(1997) concerns. 
4.1 Study Design and Research Method  
 As noted above, the selection of a questionnaire as the research method was 
primarily to facilitate specific quantitative data.  The questionnaire itself was 
designed to quantify and qualify extant perceptions of which rules, guidelines, 
experiences or methods are being employed by parents and child welfare 
practitioners in relation to assessing the “likely harm” (risk) and “child maturity” 
associated with “child supervision”.  The questionnaire was designed following Carey 
(2013) recommendations using constructive questions.  
The data required was generated via a series of questions both “open” and “closed”.  
The “closed” questions concentrated on quantitative answers; for example, some 
were aligned to significant “child supervision” age ranges previously identified within 
the literature.  This allowed for direct comparison between the research findings and 
the relative legislation and guidance which aided the data analysis.  “Open” ended 
qualitative questions were included to allow the participant's views to be articulated 
and explored more thoroughly (Creswell 2013).  The research was “inductive” in 
nature and did not feature “leading” questions designed to elicit a particular 
response.  In-so-much as the questionnaire might present an ethical dilemma for 
professionals regarding personally held beliefs and operational practice, or for 
parents regarding their own practice, as far as possible the questions referred to 
what the participant believed to be correct rather than their own practice.  This 
approach was deliberately designed to obtain full and honest answers without fear of 
unintended disclosure.  The validity of the data provided relies wholly on the integrity 
of the parents and child welfare practitioners, whilst simultaneously allowing any 
concerning issues to be articulated. (See also section 4.3 Ethical Considerations).  
“Supervision” case studies indicate there are three areas of consideration involved in 
the lack of child supervision in the “home alone” debate. Namely, the period the child 
is unsupervised, the activity the child is involved in and how old or responsible the 
child is.  The questionnaire has been designed to ascertain what parents and child 
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welfare practitioners consider to be safe, and more specifically the method they 
adopt to assess a child's maturity and the probability of harm.   
Because the law says nothing regarding acceptable periods of parental absence for 
any age of child, in court cases, the discretion lies with the judge to assess the 
quality of parenting provided, which may be based on the habitual nature or 
otherwise of the parental absence, rather than the period of absence itself (Sheehan 
2012).  To address this specific point the questionnaire employed an “open” question 
concerning periodicity, risk assessment and maturity.  The primary intention remains 
the identification of the decision making process, formula and method employed.    
Investigating the consideration of child maturity and responsibility presents a number 
of contextual problems and the questionnaire attempts to group these by activity.  
For example, the law does not state at what age a young person can babysit a 
younger sibling (Safeguarding Children's Board 2014), however it does state that 
under the age of 16 the parent remains legally responsible for the well-being of the 
child, thus the questionnaire was designed not just to ask the opinion of the 
participant but also to discover the reasoning behind their answer.    
With regard to reliability, consistency and dependability of the research findings, 
Whittemore et al (2001) placed great importance in obtaining “rich” data. As 
discussed earlier, to promote “representative” results, pre-planned “purposive” 
sample groups and sizes were chosen to enhance this study, also reiterated by 
Marshall & Rossman (2010).  Although primarily concentrating on parents and social 
workers, some consideration was given to inclusion of differing groups within the 
sample, i.e. police, judiciary, health service, teachers etcetera.  Unfortunately, time 
and logistical constraints dictated otherwise, although those groups could form the 
basis of further future studies.  According to Whittaker (2012) the validity of any 
findings is largely based on their being authentic and of genuine nature. To optimise 
the sample group, honesty has been requested from the professional participants, 
and their selection from different child welfare roles sought.  
The two contrasting sample groups contained approximately a dozen members.  
Each group consisted of further diversity in gender and age.  Occupation was 
considered during the selection procedure, however, over and above “welfare 
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practitioner”, it was not recorded in detail. Religious conviction was neither 
requested, nor considered relevant, for this type of preliminary study.  One obvious 
weakness inherent in the study, was the lack of ethnic diversity available from within 
West Cumbria region.   
Where necessary, in the case of the social workers, their office managers were 
approached to explain the study intentions, enlist their support, and agree contact, 
distribution and collection procedures.   Parents were to be approached through 
voluntary organisations, or directly. The parenting groups were not limited to parents 
with school age children, both parents with grown up children or toddlers were 
considered. Ethical considerations of engagement are addressed under section 4.3.  
Indeed foster carers were also approached to participate in my study group. As part 
of my placement I was afforded the opportunity to facilitate a number of teaching 
sessions for the foster carers in West Cumbria.  Two sessions in particular were 
carefully designed to assist in my research on parental supervisory practice as well 
as parental knowledge on child development, risk, maturity and their legal 
responsibilities.   
Having firstly gained approval from my manager, I was able (during these groups) to 
recruit volunteers to take part in my questionnaire.  Further explaining my interest 
and rational, i.e. “the tragedy of Madeline McCann”, and discussing how parents may 
deem that supervisory practice to be acceptable, a major debate unfolded. Mostly 
foster carers were of the same opinion; they felt it to be extremely neglectful of the 
parents, believing that their reproach was due to their professional status.    
Similarly, “open” question was employed to capture the activities that children are 
involved with.  For example, where it might be considered acceptable to allow a child 
to go to a shop alone, it might not be considered acceptable if the child had to cross 
a busy road on route.  The aim is to “gain in-depth understanding of context” (in 
accordance with Bryman’s 2004) and also because Toroyan & Peden (2007) argue 
children under 8-9 years old have limited peripheral vision, alongside undeveloped 
speed-distance perception of vehicles.  Again, the important issue was to determine 
what criteria are employed to obtain a judgement, rather than the judgement itself.   
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However it became apparent early on that although the foster carers are mature and 
rational in their role, there was a definite lack of understanding regarding their legal 
position.  Again, none of them had ample knowledge of the developmental stages 
relating to risk.  For example they understood children are liable to choke on small 
objects; however they did not know the reason why.   
4.2 Assessment of Design  
 The decision to employ both quantitative (generally the “closed” questions) 
and qualitative (generally “open”) methods within the one study was taken despite 
possible weakness that the use of “mixed” methods violates the quantitative and 
qualitative paradigmatic assumption as stated by Sale & Brazil, (2004).  Since 
according to Lopez-Fernandez and Molina-Azorin (2011) the combination of 
quantitative and qualitative research methods has been on the increase since the 
1960's and is taking on greater importance.   
The numerical nature of the questionnaire design enabled a deductive comparison 
between the day-to-day practices of parents and the child welfare practitioners, and 
the legislative framework.   
The analysis of the data employed two methods.  Firstly, a “comparative” approach 
which identified contrasting themes and condensed them to compare related 
quantitative data and findings.  In this case by comparing the legal requirements, 
charity advice, and de-facto practices.  Secondly, a “thematic” approach which Braun 
& Clarke (2006) defined as a method for recognising and examining patterns in 
qualitative data.  Which in this study was used to help identify themes and illuminate 
secondary causes of parental and social worker practice.  The use of the two 
differing methods enabled the “open” and “closed” question responses to be 
addressed more efficiently.   
4.3 Ethical Considerations  
 At an early stage during preparation of the dissertation proposal, it was 
recognised by both my supervisor and I that this research was going to present a 
dilemma concerning confidentiality.  However, such research is not unique and I was 
advised to consider the solution adopted by the NSPCC report “Child abuse and 
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neglect in the UK today” (Radford, Corral, Bradley, Fisher, Bassett, Howat and 
Collishaw 2011).  The ethical dilemmas encountered regarding rights to 
confidentiality and protection from harm are considered in the report (p174 para's 2 
and 3) and summarised herein.   
The NSPCC report recognised that whilst guarantees of confidentiality encourage 
truthful participation (and hence more accurate results), researcher disclosure to 
child protection services can result in the parent and/or children feeling harmed or 
betrayed by the study.  The Report recognised the answer to this question was not 
clear and how best to resolve it remained controversial (the report cited Amaya-
Jackson et al, 2000; King and Churchill, 2000; Runyan, 2000).  Indeed at one point 
the NSPCC considered Gate and Spencer (1995) might be correct in suggesting that 
the ethical dilemma could be impossible to overcome and such research with 
children should be avoided.  Fortunately the NSPCC concluded (as per Amaya-
Jackson), that the benefits of such research outweigh its avoidance.   
The NSPCC's considered position regarding the ethical dilemma of 
confidentiality/disclosure was to some extent an expedient compromise where it 
attempted to maintain the confidentiality of child (and/or parent) with the obvious 
benefits in quality of data collection, whilst simultaneously strongly adhering to the 
believe that abuse must be reported in situations of “clear, present and serious 
harm” (Runyan, 2000).  
Personally I agree with Cashmore (2006), and Dawes Knight (2000), that in terms of 
data quality the best results would be obtained if the data were gathered 
anonymously. However, the social worker's safeguarding responsibilities prevent 
this.  As a result, the approach adopted is to mimic the NSPCC's compromise 
method.  The questionnaire has thus been intentionally designed so that the 
participants can say what they believe without saying what they have done.  The 
intention here is to try and identify potential shortfalls in care provision without 
actually identifying cases of it. In the unlikely event that a safeguarding issue was 
exposed, the procedure to be followed is contained with the Ethics Application Form 
contained in the Appendix. 
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4.4 Resources required for the study 
 Silverman (2013) contends there are various "distinctive” resource issues in 
planning a subjective exploration venture.  This sort of examination entails complex 
aptitudes and skills that normally take years to learn. To create these abilities, 
fledgling analysts should contemplate ‘starting small’.  For this reason the survey 
was restricted to approximately 40 approaches to would-be participants and this 
resulted in approximately 25 completed and returned questionnaires.   
In addition to the time resources required to conduct the meetings with the 
organisational representatives (Office Managers, Parenting Group), to arrange 
access to their establishments, the time to distribute and engage with the participant 
to explain the requirement, and collect the completed questionnaires, the design 
study also requires data collation and analysis time.  Physical resources include the 
printing of questionnaires and personal transport costs.   
5. Findings and Discussion 
5.1 Data Processing and Statistical Significance 
It was recognised from the outset that this study would provide, at best, an 
indicative assessment of the comparative practices and requirements of parents, 
welfare practitioners, legislation and national guidelines.  The inherent nature of the 
sample size prohibited “statistically significant” results from being obtained.   
Similarly, Dancey & Reidy (2004) “Effect size” analysis was briefly considered as a 
method of comparing the results of the two groups (parents and welfare 
practitioners), however this would have required a representative “standard 
deviation” to be available for the control group.  Due to the study sample size, this 
was not reliably determinable and consequently not pursued.  Notwithstanding the 
lack of statistical significance of the sample size, the collation and presentation of the 
participant’s data did provide a number of demonstrable standard deviation 
frequency distribution curves – which in themselves support the validity of the study 
findings.        
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5.2 Themes – Grouping 
As previously discussed, “comparative” and “thematic” approaches were adopted to 
compare both quantitative and qualitative data of predetermined “themes”, and 
identify secondary causes or patterns.  The predetermined themes identified are 
detailed below.  To support the investigations, the questions were loosely grouped 
according to the themes.   
The questions were not exclusive to a single group but could occur in multiple 
groupings depending on their applicability. They were organised and grouped as 
follows:-  
 
a) Child Maturity  Q1; Q2; Q3 part only; Q11 part only. 
b) Risk Assessment (Harm) Q2; Q3 part only; Q8;  Q10; Q11 part only. 
c) Knowledge Base  Q2; Q4; Q5; Q6; Q7; Q8; Q12; Q13.   
d) Influences   Q2; Q9; Q11 part only; Q12 part only.   
e) Expressed Opinions  Q12 part only; Q14. 
     (For questionnaire details - see appendix 3)   
In addition to the Theme alignment grouping, a number of associated questions were 
paired together with the intention of enabling the findings to be reinforced, validated 
or challenged via the cross-checking of previous answers.  This was designed to add 
validity to the study and/or to illuminate any weaknesses in the consistency of 
participant responses.  
 These pairings were as follows:- 
a) Q1 and Q2. 
b) Q1 and Q6. 
c) Q1 and Q7. 
d) Q1; Q2; and Q11. 
e) Q7 and Q8. 
f) Q7 and Q13. 
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5.3 Participants – Grouping and Identification 
A number of distinct characteristics were requested and identified during the 
participant selection process.  These were employed to create two distinct control 
groups for study and comparison.  The first group was comprised entirely of parents, 
none of whom worked, or had worked within the child welfare services.  The second 
group was not exclusive and consisted of welfare practitioners of various 
backgrounds, child services, medical etc., who may or not be parents:  Although the 
study predominantly concentrated on the data from either the whole sample group or 
a comparison between the welfare practitioners and the parenting group, sufficient 
information was collected during the study to enable differentiation between the 
parents and none parents within the welfare practitioner group.  This information, 
along with other secondary information (such as age group) was retained in the 
event that further breakdown of analysis might facilitate a better understanding of 
results. 
Following initial collation of the data, the identity of all of the participants within both 
the control groups was reduced to a two digit (01 to 25) data identification number 
with an additional suffix “P” or “W” denoting parent or welfare practitioner.  The data 
identification number has been quoted within these findings and the correlation 
between that and the participant are protected in accordance with the ethical 
considerations of this study (see section 4.3)        
5.4 Child Maturity 
The first two questions in the study, addressing child maturity, were deliberately 
located to try and ensure that the participants answered them prior to encountering 
applicable legislation and national guideline references.  This design strategy was 
intended to elicit the participant's basic response rather than their considered 
opinion, and culminated in provision of evidence regarding the extent to which 
“nurture”, rather than accumulated knowledge, influences the participant's judgement 
Considering the six possible tabulated answers within question 1 and question 2, for 
each of the twenty five participants (see table 1: appendix 2), it was possible to 
compare the participant's own practice, with that of their parents.  It identified exact 
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matches, and where participants were more or less protective to children, than their 
parents had been to them.  
From direct comparison of the primary response data, or obvious inference from it, it 
was possible to compare all but 24 of the possible 150 (6x25) combinations 
available.  Considering the 126 available comparisons, 71% (90/126) were a direct 
match.  More specifically, there was a direct correlation between the participant's 
experience as a child and their own behaviour as an adult.  In a further 21% (26/126) 
of the cases the participants were slightly more protective of children today, with only 
8% (10/126) being less conservative in regard to supervision.  Of note, though not of 
statistical significance, was that although both the “direct matches”, and the “less 
protective” comparisons, were evenly distributed between the two control groups, in 
the case of being “more protective” than their parents, there was a tendency for the 
parenting group to be more protective (62% (16/26)) than the welfare practitioners 
38% (10/26).  (See charts below and Table 1 in Appendix 2.1). 
Questions 1 & 2 Pie charts 
  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25 
 
Question 3:  Because many supervision / neglect cases involve the suitability of baby 
sitters or older siblings left in charge of a younger child, question 3 attempted to 
identify at what age both control groups might consider this acceptable, and also to 
ascertain which factors were most commonly identified as being relevant to child 
maturity in such situations.  Collating the raw data from the whole sample group 
produced (as explained by Caplen1982) a bimodal frequency distribution curve 
which initially suggested that there might have been a divergence of opinion between 
the welfare practitioners and the parents, however on closer inspection this was not 
validated. The two groups were again evenly split.  As can be seen from chart 1, the 
bimodal distribution peaked around the ages of 14 and 16, however there was a 
tendency for the welfare practitioners to be slightly more conservative in regard to 
the 14-16 year old category.  (Note, where the respondent intimated a range of ages, 
for example 13-15, the lower age was applied in the analysis.)  
Question 3a: At what age would you consider leaving an older child responsible for a younger child 
 
 
 
 
 
  
With regard to the second part of question 3, Braun & Clarke's (2006) “thematic” 
method for recognising and examining patterns in qualitative data was employed to 
review the “open” answers provided, from which the chart was created.  This 
demonstrated that the primary consideration in the decision to leave one sibling 
looking after another was confidence in the older child's maturity.  This was followed 
by five factors regarded as being of equal importance as each other.  Specifically, 
the age of the younger child; the maturity of the younger child; sibling bonding; 
external safety support; and the needs of the younger child.  There was no 
significant divergence in the factors considered important by either the welfare 
practitioners, or the parenting groups.       
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Primary Theme and Subthemes
(Question 3 B)
Primary Theme Subthemes Identified
 (+ associated Question)
1. Child Maturity 1.1   Age of Children
(Question 3 B)
1.2    Number of Children
1.3    Maturity of Younger Child
1.4    Maturity of Older Child
2. Risk Assessment
(Question 3 B) 1.5     Sibling Bonding
1.6     External Safety Support
 
1.7    Time / duration of Absence
1.8       Needs of Younger Child
Question 3b: What factors do you consider when deciding if an elder child is responsible enough to 
supervise a younger sibling?          
  
            
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Continuing the theme of child maturity, question 11 investigated the awareness of, 
and acceptance (or otherwise) of “latchkey kids”.  This question was born from the 
discovery, during preparation of the literature review, that as a country we have 
recently passed through the most favourable period of child care and are returning to 
a period where parental work commitments may be necessitating a return to a 
“latchkey” society.  Interestingly, there was a stark difference between the two 
groups on this issue, and just as intriguingly a minor revelation.  The minor revelation 
arising from the comparison between those participants who considered themselves 
to have been “latchkey kids” and those who now considered it a necessary reality.  
Of the 24 responses received, 71% (17) did not considered themselves to have been 
such a child, however, almost an equal number 67% (16) considered such situation 
to be acceptable in modern society.  What was possibly more surprising was the 
clear difference between who did and who did not consider such a situation 
acceptable.  Of the 33% (7) of the participants who did not consider “latchkey kids” 
acceptable, 85% (6) were from the parenting group, suggesting that the welfare 
practitioners were more pragmatic in accepting “latchkey kids” as a reality of modern 
society.    
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Within the ranks of those who considered the “latchkey kid” model acceptable, the 
survey provided a great deal of harmony with regard to age, with 14 being the 
overwhelmingly acceptable cut off point.  There was however a notable “spike” at the 
age of 11, which may suggest that the step up to secondary school is being 
recognised as a possible trigger.  Again there was no discernible difference between 
the results for the two groups.  One notable anomaly were participants “12P” and 
“22P” who had both been “latchkey kids” themselves but did not consider it 
acceptable in modern society.  This was in contrary to all the other responses. 
Question 11 Graph 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.5 Risk Assessment  
As identified in the introduction, risk assessment will invariably include consideration 
of factors such as the severity, frequency, probability and avoidance of harm.  And, 
according to Kemshall (2010) this professional judgement is the “clinical” aspect of 
risk management based on “information” provided.  Kemshall further contended that 
such “information” included the welfare practitioner's own accumulated “knowledge”.   
Accordingly, the questionnaire was designed to investigate the nature of that 
accumulated knowledge and compare it to that of the parenting group.  In turn it was 
hoped that this would identify any difference in risk considerations by either group.  
Part 2 of question 3, question 8 and question 10 were all aimed at assessing the 
particular factors of risk assessment.     
As in section 5.4 above, question 3 identified the child's perceived maturity as the 
prominent factor in consideration of babysitting, and by extension, the child's ability 
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to “avoid” or deal with any situation that arose.  However, it also identified other 
issues such as duration of absence (frequency), needs of younger child (probability), 
and external safety support (severity).  Interestingly, although the elder child's 
maturity was predominant in both groups, there were some differences between the 
other factors of concern.  The welfare practitioners for example, placed greater 
emphasis on the sibling bonding than then the parenting group.  Conversely, the 
parenting group were more inclined to consider the age, maturity and needs of the 
younger sibling, and also the availability of external safety support.  Although, again, 
the small sample size precludes attaching any statistical significance to these results 
it is notable that the differential ratio in these last examples was 4:1 in each case.      
In a similarly manner to part 2 of question 3, question 8 employed an “open” question 
using the “thematic” method to determine the type of information that both participant 
groups considered important before leaving a child unsupervised for one hour.  The 
results from this question were not surprising and to a large extent mirrored the 
recommendations of the NSPCC guidelines (referred to in questions 7, 12 & 13).  
Namely, that when leaving a child for one hour, the most important information to be 
left with a child was identified as:  Contact details for parent (or other) 38% (24/63 
responses); House dangers and/or rules 24% (15/63); Stranger danger (or door 
answering rules) 19% (12/63) and parent absence information (where how long etc) 
11% (7/63).  The other 8% comprised; informing a neighbour; food supplies; no 
smoking instructions; answering the phone and safe procedure for callers. The major 
difference wasn't in the content of the two groups but in volume, with the welfare 
practitioners accounting for 60% (38/63) of the information provided, despite being 
the smaller sample group (11 participants versus 14 parental participants – which, 
when adjusted equates to approximately 75% of the responses).  This suggests a 
greater degree of conscious consideration on behalf of the welfare practitioners.           
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8) What information do you think an adult should make a child aware of, before leaving them unsupervised for a 
one hour? 
 
   
 
 
 
 
Question 10 was intended to investigate the severity, periodicity, frequency, 
avoidance of risk, and the maturity of the child.  The immediately obvious statistic 
from table 2 is that 20% (5/25) of participants failed to complete this question at all.  
Of those that did 80% (16/20) answered “always” to four or more of the five 
questions.  It is my considered opinion that, as the result of the poor wording and 
“leading” nature of the question, that these responses are anomalous.  Their intrinsic 
value to this study being substantially diminished as a result.  Nevertheless the 
results are reproduced in table 2, appendix 2.2 for completeness. 
 
 
5.6 Knowledge Base 
The beginning of an individual's knowledge base is often considered to be their early 
parental “nurturing” and this was considered as question 2 in section 5.4.  In addition 
to an individual's early development there is a constant accumulation of additional 
knowledge regarding child care from a variety of influences. This is particularly true 
for those individuals involved in welfare provision.  Questions 4 and 5 were designed 
in juxtaposition to investigate whether the participants considered themselves in step 
with child legislation.  As with question 10, lack of clarity in the question resulted in 
20% of the participants providing more than one answer.  Notwithstanding the 
above, the inclusion of the erroneous additions did not materially detract from the 
findings.  In question 4, 100% of welfare practitioners and parents believed that the 
parent was best placed to make a decision regarding maturity of a child.   
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By comparison, when asked in question 5 who they believed legally made that 
assessment 50% of parents and 60% of welfare practitioners, believed “the law”.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Legally both the 1933 Act and the 1989 Act rest on the understanding of the word 
“likely” (see appendix 1).  As far as possible I has been able to ascertain the most 
recent legal ruling on this was Lord Lloyd Berwick 1996 in the House of Lords (Re H 
(Minors) [1996] 1 AC 563) and cited in the Consumer Crime Cases.  In which his 
definition was "'Likely' in S.31 (2) (a) means that there is a serious risk or real 
possibility that the child will suffer significant harm".  Lord Nicholls of Birkenhead 
went on to say that “It is eminently understandable that Parliament should provide 
that where there is no real possibility of significant harm, parental responsibility 
should remain solely with the parents.”  Or in other words, the parent remains legally 
responsible for making the assessment – unless the agents of the state have reason 
to doubt the parent's judgement of the real possibility of significant harm.  Given the 
tenuous nature of the ruling, it was unsurprising to discover both the welfare 
practitioners and parenting groups were divided and unclear in this matter.  These 
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results provide evidence of a lack of “accumulated knowledge” and consistency 
regarding this most central of “neglect” issues.    
 
 The responses to question 6, which addressed whether or not there was a 
minimum age for leaving a child alone, similarly provided some confusion.  Only 44% 
(11) of participants correctly believed that there is no legal minimum age to leave a 
child alone.  Of the majority 56% (14) who erroneously believed there was, almost 
half (6) believed it to be 14 years old. The rest provided the standard distribution 
curve around that peak value. There was no noticeable division between the two 
participant groups.  Question 6 was paired in conjunction with question 1 and used to 
compare the participant's stated (erroneous) understanding of their legal 
requirements with their actual practice identified in their previous answers.  Of the 14 
participants who believed there was a minimum age, 13 could be directly equate to 
their earlier responses.  Of those, 54% (7/13) did not adhere to their own 
understanding.   
Question 6 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Although there is no legal minimum age at which a child can be left unsupervised, 
when asked, the Government often refers to the NSPCC Guidelines as an indicator 
of policy - despite their guidelines having no basis in law.  The NSPCC guidelines 
provide three pieces of advice, namely that toddlers should never be left alone;  
persons 12 years and under shouldn't be left for long periods; and persons under 16 
years shouldn't be left overnight. Question 7 was structured to test the knowledge 
base of the two groups regarding these guidelines.  Table 3 tabulates the results and 
variation from the guidelines – see appendix 2.3.  For the purposes of this study, 
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“toddler” has been interpreted as meaning 4 years old or less.  This is an entirely 
arbitrary and subjective interpretation, as no definition is provided within the 
guidelines.  
From table 3 (appendix 2.3) it can be determined that regardless of knowledge of the 
NSPCC Guidelines advice, there was 100% compliance with regard supervision of 
toddlers.  The compliance faltered slightly with the advice for the 12 year old 
category, diminishing to (a still very credible) 84% compliance.  The lack of 
compliance continued with a drop to 64% for upper age bracket.  Suggesting a less 
conservative approach to supervision of the mid-teens.  There was some evidence 
that the welfare practitioner group was slightly more conservative than either the 
parenting group or the NSPCC guidelines, however it should be recognised that 
these results would be disproportionately skewed by one or two individuals in this 
case.  A more significant finding was that awareness of the guideline's advice 
appeared to have no significant impact on compliance: This was evidenced by the 
fact that those who were not aware of the regulations achieved just as many “3 out of 
3” ratings as those that did.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 When presented in chart form, the general character of the participant group’s 
responses can be seen more clearly.   Although it is evident that there is a lack of 
consensus regarding when it is acceptable to first leave a child alone, there is 
general agreement on the next two ages as 12 and 14.  If these interpretations are 
accurate it would suggest the participant group is out of step with the NSPCC 
guidelines with regard the upper age bracket. 
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Question 8 was also concerned with knowledge base and has been considered as 
part of 5.4 above, and found that the welfare practitioners demonstrated a greater 
breadth of awareness and knowledge of the types of risk and mitigation.    
Questions 12 and 13 are related and were structured to determine the participant's 
influences but primarily to evaluate their knowledge of the legislative framework 
surrounding child supervision / neglect / “home alone” issues.  More fundamentally it 
was to test the “accumulated knowledge” of the welfare practitioners given Kenshall's 
assertion of its importance as information in risk management.  In question 12 the 
influential factors identified by the participants were awarded a reciprocal score in 
order to assign each factor a weighted value.  From which, child behaviour, the 
participant's own parents, and regulations, emerged as the primary influences.  
However, the two control groups differed considerably, with the welfare practitioners 
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scoring the regulations as most important and the NSPCC guidelines also scoring 
strongly.  Conversely, the parenting group ranked child's behaviour as primary.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 13 reinforced the above findings, with 82% (9/11) welfare practitioners 
being aware of the regulatory requirements, whilst only a half of parents were aware 
of either the regulations or NSPCC guideline requirements.  When cross checked 
regarding awareness of the NSPCC guidelines in question 7, it emerged that only 
half of those participants aware of the guidelines adhered to them fully (50%, 6/12).  
Most importantly of all, and statistically significantly, only 10% of welfare practitioners 
had read the 1933 Act.  (See table in appendix 2)  
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5.7 Influences  
The comparisons between questions 1 & 2 have been discussed in section 5.4 and 
demonstrated a strong influence of parental nurturing.  Similarly question 11 was 
also discussed and demonstrated there was no causal link between being a 
“latchkey kid” and acceptance of the practice. 
Question 9 directly addressed the influencing factors in child supervision 
considerations, and as with question 12 a reciprocal value awarded in order to 
assign each factor a weighted value. (See table in appendix 2.4)   
 
  
 
  
 
 
 
Reinforcing the results from question 12, child behaviour, the participant's own 
parents, and regulations, emerged as the primary influences.  Again, the two control 
groups differed, with the regulations scoring more strongly with the welfare 
practitioners than with the parents.  Notably, the NSPCC guidelines scored poorly 
with both control groups. 
5.8 Expressed Opinions   
  Questions 3, 8, 12 and 14 afforded the participants the opportunity to express 
their opinions regarding child supervision.  Questions 3 and 8 have been addressed 
above.  Question 12, invited comment on knowledge of the regulations or ways to 
improve the law regarding child supervision, unfortunately none of the participants 
chose to do so.  Anticipating a certain amount of apathy, question 14 was designed 
to elicit a response by returning to the emotive issue that ignited my interest interest, 
the disappearance of Madeleine McCann.  In broad terms, of how people perceived 
issues surrounding the case, and specifically if the study would repeat support for 
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Subthemes Identified
5.1  Not acceptable / Neglect              14
5.2  Would not have done so oneself            5
5.3   Too Young 4
5.4   Unfamiliar surroundings 3
5.5 Not prosecuted due to professional status 2
5.6   Removal of other children 2
5.7   Insufficient reason 1
5.8      Parents too far away 1
5.9      No method of contact for children        1
5.10   Considered acceptable by the parents  1
5.11   Foreign country                                   1
5.12   Prison sentence                                   1
5.13   Not aware of facts                               1
5.14   No comments 2
Primary Theme 
 (+ associated Question)
Expressed opinions
Acceptance 
of McCanns
Circumstances
(Question 14)
Primary Theme and Subthemes
leaving children unattended in particular circumstances.   The results are tabulated 
below.   Extracting the recurring themes, phrases and words, and coding the results, 
it was clear that in that particular case the predominant view of the sample group 
was that the actions amounted to neglect and were not acceptable.  Justification for 
that view, being that the participants would not have acted that way themselves 
and/or the children were too young.  There was very little reasoned or rational 
consideration of the risk assessment – which I might have expected given the nature 
of the rest of the questionnaire.  Also, conspicuous by its absence was any mention 
of the word “compassion” in relation to the parents – who, guilty or not of neglect, 
have lost a child.  No significant differences existed between the two control groups.  
This question appears to contradict the media's National survey results.            
 
 
Question 14:  Acceptability of McCann Circumstances 
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6.  Conclusion 
6.1 Study Conclusion 
 The basic intention of this quantitative study was to establish if parents and 
welfare practitioners employed the same decision making mechanisms when 
evaluating leaving a child unsupervised.  This work is important because child law 
rests on the understanding of terms such as “likelihood of actual suffering”, and that 
judgement depends on the perceptions of the different decision makers.  The 
literature review identified a scarcity of previous research in this field; consequently 
these findings might act as a catalyst for future studies. 
It was not the intention of this study to determine any definitive ages, or conditions, 
or recommendations regarding safe child care, merely to establish the de-facto 
practices and identify disharmony within the control groups.  
Concerning the identified theme of child maturity, a very strong correlation 
demonstrated the primary influence on decision making was the behaviour of the 
participant's own parents. This nurtured condition appeared well established, with 
further, more conservative, variation possible through learning.  This applied also to 
“latchkey kid” and “child minding” / “baby sitting” situations, where the consensus of 
acceptable ages was 11/14 years, and 14/16 years, respectively.  Considering the 
former, the welfare practitioners demonstrated more pragmatism than the parenting 
group. 
The theme of risk assessment was explored in regard to an elder child baby-sitting a 
younger sibling.  Although both control groups considered the elder child's maturity 
primary, it was evident that secondary reasoning differed. Whilst parents placed 
importance on the maturity of the younger child, welfare practitioners were more 
inclined to consider sibling bonding a defining factor.  There was also a significant 
difference between the two groups when contemplating leaving a child for one hour, 
with the welfare practitioners providing the majority (75%/25%) of the factors and 
concerns expressed.  This suggests the welfare practitioners may possess a more 
focussed approach to risk assessment, which has the potential to conflict with 
parenting assessment in actual practice.   
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Professional judgement is the clinical aspect of risk management according to 
Kemshall (2010) and is based on information which is itself based on accumulated 
knowledge.  As might be expected, the welfare practitioner group showed good 
awareness (82%) of the regulatory requirement aspects of the knowledge base.  
However, awareness of, and understanding of, regulations are two separate things, 
and it was evident that the great majority of this group had not read the 1933 and 
1989 Children Act.  It was equally evident that neither group had a good 
understanding of who was legally responsible for decisions making regarding leaving 
a child unsupervised, or whether or not a legal minimum age existed controlling this.  
In other words, there appeared to be a shortfall in the accumulated knowledge. 
An underlying concern for undertaking this study was a suspicion that as a result of 
the Government's repeated referral to the NSPCC guidelines, welfare practitioners 
(social workers, Police etc.,) might incorrectly infer them as law, and apply them 
accordingly in cases of suspected neglect.  No evidence emerged to support this 
suspicion.  Indeed the findings suggested that the NSPCC guidelines had little effect 
on the decision making process of either group.  Assuming an arbitrary age of four 
equating to the NSPCC's “toddler”, the study suggested a good correlation between 
the daily practices of the whole sample group and the lower end of the NSPCC 
guidelines.  Where there was divergence, it was towards the higher age groups with 
the NSPCC out of step with both control groups.   
         In respect to further influences, there was a marked difference between the two 
control groups with respect to the status of regulations, with the welfare practitioners 
consistently rating their importance more highly. 
 With regard to the participants expressed opinions, no new themes were 
evident.  Where a specific opinion was sought regarding the circumstances 
surrounding the Madeleine McCann case, the evidence of the West Cumbria sample 
group did not support the findings of the National survey with regard to acceptability 
levels. 
 The study demonstrated that there was no common decision making 
mechanism for either risk assessment, or measure of child maturity.  It demonstrated 
there was some additional awareness and consideration of hazards by welfare 
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practitioners, but that was no great understanding of the regulatory requirements.  
Whilst the legal position remains ambiguous, the opportunity for erroneous 
interventions, (based on differing perceptions of risk between parents and welfare 
practitioners) remains high.   
 
6.2 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Research         
 This type of study – where trends are being investigated, and strengths of 
positions are being measured – requires an analytical quantitative assessment, it 
cannot be done by qualitative interaction alone.  The main strength of this study is 
that the questionnaire approach allowed a greater number of participants to be 
involved than would otherwise have been possible given the time and resource 
restriction, and consequently has produced a more robust and demonstrable set of 
results and findings.  This technique proved particularly useful where the extraction 
of negative information was necessary, for example when recording the lack of 
knowledge of the 1933 Children's Act. 
Nevertheless, it is important that I acknowledge the range of foibles that can be 
levelled at the study.  Of these, several have been addressed directly in the main 
body of the report, namely: The variation in terminology between legislation and 
common parlance; the sample size; the lack of support from some practitioners 
(Police – letter appendix 4); the lack of previous specific literature; and failure of two 
of the questions due to their complex structure.  In addition to those, minor items 
such as the definition of “toddler” also proved unexpectedly troublesome.   
Although gender bias was avoided and a large age range provided, a variety of 
ethnic backgrounds was not established.  Whilst not necessarily a weakness, this 
was unavoidable and a consequence of conducting the study in the relatively 
isolated region of West Cumbria, United Kingdom. 
Undoubtedly the most significant criticism of this study must come from my own 
inexperience, in hindsight, and that is the lack of investigation into the control groups' 
knowledge of “child development” when considering maturity.  Since throughout this 
research, as I explained my concerns to both parents and social workers neither 
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group felt they had adequate knowledge regarding this.  Any future research in this 
field should endeavour to address that omission.          
 
 
"It is a wise father that knows his own child." - William Shakespeare 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
41 
 
Reference List 
Action for Children, (2012, p18) Keeping Children Safe: The case for reforming the 
law on child neglect.  
Action for Children (2012) Keeping children safe the case for reforming the law on 
child neglect http://www.actionforchildren.org.uk/media/3788628/action for children 
keeping children safe the case for reforming the law on child neglect.pdf 
 
Alston, F. K. (2005). Latchkey 
Children.http://www.education.com/reference/article/Ref_Latch_Key_Children 
 
Aragon, Debbie. "’Latchkey’ children as common as apple pie." Offutt Air Force 
Base. September 16, 2008, /www.offutt.af.mil/news/story.asp 
 
Bowlby, J. (2005). A secure base: Clinical applications of attachment theory (Vol. 
393). Taylor & Francis. 
 
Beard J (2014) Calls for reform of the criminal law on child neglect, House of 
Commons library SN/HA/6372 
 
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative 
research in psychology, 3(2), 77-101. 
 
Bryman, Alan, 2nd Edition (2004). Chapter 15: Interviewing in qualitative 
research.InSocial Research Methods Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
 
Burgess C, Daniel B, Scott J, et al., (Action for Children, 2013 p7) The state of child 
neglect in the UK: an annual review by Action for Children in partnership with the 
University of Stirling (Action for Children, 2013). 
 
Calcraft, R. (2014) Children Left Home Alone: the Construction of a Social Problem. 
University of Nottingham  
 
Carey, M. (2009) The Social Work Dissertation – Using Small-Scale Qualitative 
Methodology Maidenhead, Open University Press 
 
Carey, M. (2013). The Social Work Dissertation: Using Small-Scale Qualitative 
Methodology: Using Small-Scale Qualitative Methodology. McGraw-Hill Open 
University Press. 
 
Child Welfare Information Gateway. (2013). Leaving your child home alone. 
Washington, DC:U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Children’s Bureau.  
 
Children Act 1989 (1989) HMSO, London. 
 
Children and Young Person’s Act. (1933) London: HMSO. Section 37, Part 1.2 
Caplen, R. (1982). A practical approach to quality control. Brookfield Pub Co. 
42 
 
Clapton, G., Cree, V., & Smith, M. (2013). Moral Panics, Claims-Making and Child 
Protection in the UK. British Journal of Social Work, bct061. 
Cohen, D. B. (1999). Stranger in the nest: do parents really shape their child's 
personality, intelligence, or character? J. Wiley & Sons. 
Coohey, C. (2003). Making judgments about risk in substantiated cases of 
supervisory neglect. Child abuse & neglect, 27(7), 821-840. 
Coohey, C. (1997). Home alone and other inadequately supervised children. Child 
welfare, 77(3), 291-310. 
 
Coram Children's Legal Centre (2014) Children home alone - Child protection - Child 
rights – CCLC www.protectingchildren.org.uk/about-us. 
 
Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed 
methods approaches / John W. Creswell. Thousand Oaks: Sage, c2014 
Criminal justice statistics quarterly: March 2014 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/criminal-justice-statistics-quarterly-april-
2013-to-march-2014 
Dancey, C, & Reidy, J (2004), Statistics Without Maths For Psychology: Using SPSS 
For Windows, n.p.: Harlow: Prentice Hall, 2004., University of Cumbria Library 
Catalogue, EBSCOhost 
Debate.org (2007) Madeline McCann kidnapping was abused and exaggerated by 
the media, which led to harm.http://www.debate.org/debates/The-Madeline-McCann-
kidnapping-was-abused-and-exaggerated-by-the-media-which-led-to-harm. 
 
Domenico, D.M., & Jones, K.H. (2006). Career Aspirations of Women in the 20th 
Century. Journal of Career and Technical Education, 22(2), 1-7. Retrieved from 
http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ejournals/JCTE/v22n2/pdf/domenico 
 
Doyle, C & Timms, C (2014). Child Neglect and Emotional Abuse: Understanding, 
Assessment and Response, Sage. 
Drisko, J. W. (1997). Strengthening qualitative studies and reports: Standards to 
promote academic integrity. Journal of social work education, 33(1), 185-197. 
 
ESRC Framework for Research Ethics (2010) Economic and Social Research 
Council  www.esrc.ac.uk/_.../framework-for-research-ethics-09-12_tcm8-4586.pd. 
 
Express and Star (27th March 2015) 
http://www.expressandstar.com/news/uk-news/2015/03/27/home-alone-arrest-made-
every-day/ 
 
43 
 
Finney, J. W., Christophersen, E. R., Friman, P. C, Kalnins,I. V., Maddux, J. E., 
Peterson, L., Roberts, M. C, & Wolraich, M. (1993). Society of Pediatric Psychology 
Task Force Report: Pediatric psychology and injury control. Journal of Pediatric 
Psychology, 18, 499-526 
 
Frankel, R. M., & Devers, K. J. (1999). Study design in qualitative research--1: 
Developing questions and assessing resource needs. Education for health 
(Abingdon, England), 13(2), 251-261. 
 
Galambos, N.L. and Dixon, R.A., (1984). Toward understanding and caring for 
latchkey children. Child care quarterly, 13(2), pp.116-125. 
 
Galletta, A 2012, Mastering The Semi-Structured Interview And Beyond: From 
Research Design To Analysis And Publication, New York: New York University Press 
Godson, R. (2014). Reducing unintentional injuries in and around the home among 
children under five years. Community practitioner, 87(8), 12. 
 
Gov.uk: The law on leaving your child home alone. 
https://www.gov.uk/law-on-leaving-your-child-home-alone 
 
Great Britain' 2007, International Review of Social History, 52, 2, pp. 345-347, 
SocINDEX   
Grolnick, W. S., Cole, R. E., Laurenitis, L., & Schwartzman, P. (1990). Playing with 
fire: A development assessment of children's fire understanding and experience. 
Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 19(2), 128-135. 
 
Gross-Manos, D. (2014). The Role of Peers in Children's Lives and Their 
Contribution to Child Well-Being: Theory and Research. In Handbook of Child Well-
Being (pp. 1843-1863). Springer Netherlands. 
Grover,C.(2009).Child poverty.Critical Perspectives on Safeguarding Children, 55. 
Harris, J. R. (2011). The nurture assumption: Why children turn out the way they do. 
Simon and Schuster. 
Harris, J. (2003). The social work business. London: Routledge. 
Harris, B. (2004). The origins of the British welfare state: social welfare in England 
and Wales, 1800-1945. Palgrave MacMillan  p167  
 
Hendrick, H. (2003). Child Welfare: England 1872-1989. Routledge. 
HM Government, Working Together to Safeguard Children: A guide to inter-agency 
working to safeguard and promote the welfare of children, (HM Government, London 
2010), para. 1.36. 
Herrenkohl, R.C., Herrenkohl, E.C., Egolf, B., Wu, P., Starr, R. and Wolfe, D., (1991). 
44 
 
The effects of child abuse and neglect, issues and research. The effects of child 
abuse and neglect, issues and research. 
Hinde, R., & Lorenz, K. (1996). Attachment theory (Bowlby 1969, 1973, 1980) is a 
theory of the origin and nature of love. It has roots in psychoanalytic theory, 
ethology, con-trol systems theory, and World War II. Trained in psychoanalytic child. 
Human Nature, 7(1). 
House of Commons Hansard Debates for 26 Oct 2012 (pt ... 
www.publications.parliament.uk › ... › Hansard › Commons Debates 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmhansrd/cm121026/debtext/12
1026-0001.htm 
 
House of Commons Public Bill Committee : Crime and Courts Bill [Lords] (12 
Feb(2012)13/cmhansrd/cm120625/text/120625w0002.htm ruary 2013) 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm  
Hoyano L (2013, p7, 10) Action for Children, The criminal law and child neglect: an 
independent analysis and proposals for reform. 
http://www.actionforchildren.org.uk/media/5178586/criminal_law_and_child_neglect.
pdf 
Kelly, K., Slade, A. and Grienenberger, J.F., (2005). Maternal reflective functioning, 
mother–infant affective communication, and infant attachment: Exploring the link 
between mental states and observed caregiving behavior in the intergenerational 
transmission of attachment. Attachment & human development, 7(3), pp.299-311. 
Kemshall, H. (2010). Risk rationalities in contemporary social work policy and 
practice. British Journal of Social Work, 40(4), 1247-1262. 
 
Kuan, T. L., & Yazdanifard, R. (2015) The Review Of Women Workforce Increment 
And Its Impact On Society And Future Generation. 
 
Lebel C, Beaulieu C. (2011) Longitudinal Development of Human Brain Wiring 
Continues from Childhood into Adulthood. Journal of Neuroscience. 
 
Leung, A. K., Robson, W. L., Cho, H., & Lim, S. H. (1996). Latchkey children. Journal 
of the royal society of health, 116(6), 356-359. Retrieved from 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8987338 
 
Lewis, S. and Cooper, C.L., (1999). The work–family research agenda in changing 
contexts. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 4(4), p.382. 
 
Longhurst, R. (2003). Semi-structured interviews and focus groups. Key methods in 
geography, 117-132. 
 
Lopez-Fernandez, O., & Molina-Azorin, J. F. (2011). The use of mixed methods 
45 
 
research in the field of behavioural sciences. Quality & Quantity, 45(6), 1459-1472. 
 
Lumsden K (2013) "Accidents and Child Development." - Emergency Nurse,  
journals.rcni.com 20, no. 10 (2013): 10-10. 
 
Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2010). Designing qualitative research. Sage 
publications. 
 
Marshall, D., (2011). The Social Origins of the Welfare State: Quebec families, 
compulsory education, and family allowances, 1940-1955. Wilfrid Laurier Univ. 
Press. 
 
News and Star (13th January 2015) Cumbrian mum 'suicidal' after being separated 
from son, reported by Phil Coleman. 
http://www.newsandstar.co.uk/news/cumbrian-mum-suicidal-after-being-forcibly-
separated-from-son-1.1186067 
 
News and Star (9th Feb 2011) At what age can a child be left at home alone? 
reported by Stephen Blease. 
http://www.newsandstar.co.uk/features/at-what-age-can-a-child-be-left-at-home-
alone-1.807015 
 
NIdirect (2014) Government Services: Leaving Children at Home Alone. 
http://www.nidirect.gov.uk/leaving-children-at-home-alone 
 
NSPCC (2015) staying home alone. 
www.nspcc.org.uk/preventing-abuse/keeping-children-safe/leaving-child-home-
alone/2015 
NSPCC (2012), Statistics on child neglect. 
http://www.nspcc.org.uk/Inform/resourcesforprofessionals/neglect/statistics_wda896
85.html. 
 
O'Leary, Z. (2005). Researching real-world problems: A guide to methods of inquiry. 
Sage. 
 
Oliver, P.(2003) The Student’s Guide To Research Ethics  Publisher : Open 
University Press, Milton Kynes  
 
Parliamentary debate (2013) 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmpublic/crimeandcourts/13021
2/pm/130212s01.htm 
 
Padgett, D. K. (2008). Qualitative methods in social work research (Vol. 36). Sage. 
 
Palmer, C. (2008). A theory of risk and resilience factors in military families. Military 
46 
 
Psychology, 20(3), 205. 
 
Parker, K., & Wang, W. (2013). Modern parenthood: Roles of moms and dads 
converge as they balance work and family. Pew Research Centre. 
 
Patton M. Q. 3rdEdition (2002), Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods, pp. 
40–41, Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Potts, R., Martinez, I. G., & Dedmon, A. (1995). Childhood risk taking and injury: 
Self-report and informant measures. Journal of Paediatric Psychology, 20(1),5-12. 
 
Radford, L., Corral, S., Bradley, C., & Fisher, H. L. (2013). The prevalence and 
impact of child maltreatment and other types of victimization in the UK: Findings from 
a population survey of caregivers, children and young people and young adults. 
Child abuse & neglect, 37(10), 801-813. 
Rajalakshmi, J & P. Thanasekaran. (2015) The Effects and Behaviours of Home 
Alone Situation by Latchkey Children. American Journal of Nursing Science. Vol. 4, 
No. 4, 2015, pp. 207-211. doi: 10.11648/j.ajns.20150404.19 
Rubin, A., & Babbie, E. (2007). Research methods for social work. Cengage 
Learning. 
 
Ruiz-Cassares & Radic (2015): and Legal Age for Leaving Children Unsupervised 
Across Canada http://cwrp.ca/sites/default/files/publications/en/144e.pdf 
 
Ruffman, T., Perner, J., & Parkin, L. (1999). How parenting style affects false belief 
understanding. Social Development, 8(3), 395-411 Wiley Online Library. 
 
Sale, J. E., &Brazil, K. (2004). A strategy to identify critical appraisal criteria for 
primary mixed-method studies. Quality and Quantity, 38(4), 351-365. 
Sheehan, R, Stanley, N, & Rhoades, H (2012), Vulnerable Children And The Law: 
International Evidence For Improving Child Welfare, Child Protection And Children's 
Rights, London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers, eBook Collection (EBSCOhost), 
Silverman, D (2010), Doing Qualitative Research: Practical Handbook / David 
Silverman, n.p.: London : SAGE, 2010., University of Cumbria Library Catalogue 
 
Silverman, D. (2011). Research and policy. Researching Society and Culture,3rd 
Edition 45.London Sage Publications 
 
Silverman, D. (2013). Doing qualitative research: A practical handbook. SAGE 
Publications Limited. 
 
Summerfield, P. (2013). Women workers in the Second World War: production and 
patriarchy in conflict. Routledge. 
 
47 
 
The Justice for Families Campaign Group 
http://justice-for-families.org.uk/documents/family law/reform 
/systematicquasijudicialchildabuse.php   
 
The Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents. Accidents to Children 
http://www.rospa.com/home-safety/advice/child-safety/accidents-to-children/#Refere 
 
 
Thompson H (2012) You Gov UK Public Opinion site 
yougov.co.uk/news/2011/02/17/home-alone 
 
Toroyan, T., & Peden, M. (2007). Youth and road safety. Geneva, 
Switzerland: World Health Organization. 
 
Whittaker A. (2012). Research skills for social work. SAGE Publications. 
 
Whittemore, R., Chase, S. K., & Mandle, C. L. (2001). Validity in qualitative research. 
Qualitative health research, 11(4), 522-537. 
 
Wood, J. J., Repetti, R. L., & Roesch, S. C. (2004). Divorce and children’s 
adjustment problems at home and school: The role of depressive/withdrawn 
parenting. Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 35(2), 121-142. 
 
 
Younghusband, EL 1978, 'Social Work in Britain, 1950-1975: A Follow-up Study', 
Social Work In Britain, 1950-1975: A Follow-Up Study, SocINDEX with Full Text 
   
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
48 
 
 
APPENDICES 
APPENDIX 1: A summary of Pertinent Legislations & Guidelines 
“Children and Young Persons Act 1933”  
as amended by the 2015 Serious Crimes bill (in italics)  redacted to identify pertinent 
terminology . 
The Act defines cruelty to persons under sixteen as :- 
...wilfully assaults, ill-treats (whether physically or otherwise), 
neglects........  in a manner likely to cause him unnecessary suffering or injury 
to health (whether the suffering or injury is of a physical or psychological 
nature)......   ….... deemed to have neglected him..... if he has failed to provide 
adequate food, clothing, medical aid or lodging for him.....   …..notwithstanding 
that actual suffering or injury to health, or the likelihood of actual suffering 
or injury to health, was obviated by the action of another person. 
Children Act 1989  
Redacted to identify pertinent terminology. 
The Act defines welfare of the child (in part) as:- 
...his physical, emotional and educational needs;....  the likely effect on 
him of any change in his circumstances;.....  any harm which he has suffered or 
is at risk of suffering;....  how capable each of his parents.....is at meeting his 
needs; 
Children Act 2004  
Redacted to identify pertinent terminology. 
The Act defines co-operation to improve well-being (in part) as:- 
...arrangements are to be made....  improving the well-being of children.....   
relating to physical and mental health and emotional well-being;.....  protection 
from harm and neglect;.... have regard to the importance of parents..... in 
improving the well-being of children. 
The Children and Families Act 2014 
Clarifies and modifies the 1989 Act but not materially in respect of “neglect”.   
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Guidance 
As far as parents are concerned, the relevant legislation is contained in the 
“Children and Young Persons Act 1933” (as amended by the 2015 Serious Crimes 
bill which defines cruelty to persons under sixteen.  It contains provisions that harm 
can be either physical or psychological in nature and has to be likely. 
 
 As far as the Courts are concerned, the relevant legislation is the Children Act 
1989, which defines welfare of the child.  It contains provisions that harm can be 
either physical or emotional in nature and has to have likely effect. 
 
 As far as the Children's Services in England are concerned, the relevant 
legislation is the Children Act 1989 2004 which defines co-operation to improve well-
being.  Again, it contains provisions that harm can be physical and mental and 
emotional.  
 
 The Children and Families Act 2014 clarifies and modifies the 1989 Act but 
not materially in respect of “neglect”.   
 
 It is noteworthy that the Serious Crime Act 2015 introduces the term 
“psychological nature” into the 1933 Act, thus making it more compatible with the 
“emotional needs” included in the 1989 Act (Burgess 2013).  This change is 
indicative of several suggested by the “Action for Children” publication “The Criminal 
Law and Child Neglect” which was concerned with what actually constituted “neglect” 
with regard to “child supervision” and that the “understanding of the harm caused by 
childhood neglect has developed significantly, especially with regard to emotional 
neglect” (Hoyano 2012
 p7). 
 
 
NSPCC Guidelines for Child supervision:- 
  Children 12 (or under) are rarely mature enough to be left 
unsupervised for a long period of time 
  Children 16 (or under) should not be left alone overnight;  
  Babies, toddlers and very young children should not be left alone at all  
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APPENDIX  2: Raw Data collated from survey participants 
APPENDIX  2.1 
Table 1: Raw data from Question 1 
Question 1 
1) At what age would you consider leaving a child unsupervised to be acceptable? 
For each age please select an appropriate period for a child to be unattended by 
ticking the relevant box. 
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Period of 
Absence
Frequency 
of Absence
Activity of 
Child
Nature of 
Danger
Maturity of 
Child Notes
1 W X
2 W A A A A A
3 W A A O A A
4 W X
5 W A A A A D
6 W A A A A A
7 W N N D A N
8 W A A A A A
9 W A A A A A
10 W D D D D D
11 W A A O A A
12 P A A A A D
13 P A A A A A
14 P N N D A N
15 P A A A A A
16 P A A A A A
17 P D D D D D
18 P A A A A A
19 P X
20 P A A A A A
21 P A A A A A
22 P A D A A A
23 P A A A A
24 P X
25 P X
Table 2 – Consideration of Likelihood of Harm (risk) to an unsupervised child.  
Notation, “0” = Occasionally, “A” = Always,  “D” = Depends on risk, 
                “N” = Never,  “X” = Did not respond.
Risk
Ident No
APPENDIX  2.2 
Table 2: Raw data from Question 10 
Question 10) 
10) Considering the "likelihood of harm" (risk) to an unsupervised child a number of factors 
can play a part and some of these are listed below. How often do you consciously consider 
each?  (circle as appropriate). 
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Qu 13
Awareness 
of NSPCC 
g/lines
<(4) <12 <16 <(4) <12 <16
1 W Y 10 12 14 + 0 - 2
2 W N 4 12 16 0 0 0 3
3 W Y 14 16 18 + + + 3
4 W Y 10 12 18 + 0 + 3
5 W Y 12 14 16 + + 0 3
6 W Y 8 10 12 + - - 1
7 W N 14 16 16 + + - 3
8 W N 8 16 16 + + 0 3
9 W N 4 12 14 0 0 - 2
10 W Y 12 14 14 + + - 2
11 W Y 18 18 18 + + + 3
12 P Y 12 16 16 + + 0 3
13 P N 4 8 16 0 - 0 2
14 P Y 10 14 14 + + - 2
15 P Y 4 10 10 0 - - 1
16 P N 16 16 16 + + 0 3
17 P N 4 16 16 0 + 0 3
18 P N 4 12 16 0 0 0 3
19 P N 12 12 14 + 0 - 2
20 P N 10 12 14 + 0 - 2
21 P N 10 12 16 + 0 0 3
22 P Y 14 14 16 + + 0 3
23 P Y 8 10 14 + - - 1
24 P N 16 14 16 + + 0 3
25 P ? 14 14 16 + + 0 3
Ident No
Table 3 – Comparison of Participant's Practice  with NSPCC Guidelines.  
Notation, “0” = exact match, “+” = more protective, “-” = less protective
Age
Participant response to NSPCC 
Guidelines
Variation of participant 
response to NSPCC 
Guidelines 
Compliance 
with NSPCC 
APPENDIX  2.3 
Table 3: Raw data from Question 7 
Question 7)     
In addition to the UK's legal requirements, the NSPCC offer three recommendations 
regarding child supervision.  Can you match their recommendations against the correct age 
groups? 
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Per role TOTAL
Welfare Same supervision values 9 7 6 5 8 8 Welfare 43 90
More  Protective supervisio0 2 2 2 3 0 9 26
Less Protective supervision0 0 1 2 0 2 5 10
Inferred: 2 2 2 2 0 1 9 24
Parent Same supervision values 12 8 7 4 7 9 Parent 47
More  Protective supervisio0 2 4 6 4 1 17
Less Protective supervision0 1 1 2 1 0 5
Inferred: 2 3 2 2 2 4 15
Age Welfare  workerparents Total
8years 0 0 0
9years 0 0 0
10years 0 0 0
11years 0 0 0
12years 0 1 1
13years 0 1 1
14years 4 3 7
15years 3 1 4
16years 1 7 8
17years 3 0 3
18years 0 0 0
APPENDIX  2.4 
Raw / working data from Q2; Q3; Q3B; Q4; Q5; Q7; Q9; Q11; Q12 and Q13 
Question 2)  
As best as you can remember, please select an appropriate period you were left unattended 
by ticking the relevant box. 
. 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 3)  
At what age would you consider leaving an older child responsible for a younger child?  
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Welfare Workers Parents
a) The parent 11 15
B) A Social Worker 3
C) Childrens Charities
D) The Law 2 1
E) Health Visitor 1 1
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2 W 1 1 1
3 W 1 1
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5 W 1 1
6 W 1 1 1
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8 W 1
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10 W 1 1
11 W 1 1
Wefare Totals 1 1 1 10 4 1 1 1
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13 P 1 1
14 P 1
15 P 1
16 P 1
17 P 1 1
18 P 1 1 1
19 P 1 1 1 1
20 P 1 1
21 P 1
22 P 1 1 1 1 1
23 P 1 1
24 P 1
25 P 1
Parents Totals 2 0 2 13 1 3 2 3
Question 3B
Welfare Workers Parents
a) The parent 4 6
B) A Social Worker 0 1
C) Childrens Charities
D) The Law 6 4
E) Health Visitor
Question 3b)  
At what age would you consider an elder child responsible enough to supervise a younger 
child / sibling?  …………… What factors would you consider? 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 4) 
When making a decision regarding the maturity of a child, who do you believe is best placed 
to make that assessment?     
 
  
 
 
Question 5)   
Regarding child supervision – particularly “home alone” situations, who do you believe 
LEGALLY makes the assessment of what is acceptable?     
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ID Status 4 8 10 12 14 16 18
Overnight 12 p 1
13 P 1
14 P 1
15 ? 1
16 P 1
17 P 1
18 P 1
19 P 1
20 P 1
21 P 1
22 P 1
23 P 1
24 P 1
25 P 1
Parents 0 0 1 0 4 8 0
ID Status 4 8 10 12 14 16 18
Overnight
1 B 1
2 B 1
3 B 1
4 B 1
5 B 1
6 B 1
7 B 1
8 B 1
9 B 1
10 W 1
11 W 1
Wellfare 0 0 0 1 3 4 3
Minimum Age
ID Status 4 8 10 12 14 16 18
Long Periods 1 B 1
2 B 1
3 B 1
4 B 1
5 B 1
6 B 1
7 B 1
8 B 1
9 B 1
10 W ? 1
11 W 1
Wellfare 0 0 1 4 2 3 1
Minimum Age
ID Status 4 8 10 12 14 16 18
Long Periods 12 P 1
13 P 1
14 P 1
15 p 1
16 P 1
17 P 1
18 P 1
19 P 1
20 P 1
21 P 1
22 P 1
23 P 1
24 P 1
25 P 1
Parents 0 1 2 4 4 2 0
Question 7) 
 Shouldn’t be left alone overnight? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Shouldn’t be left for long periods? 
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Question 7) continued     
Should never be left alone? 
  
 
  
Minimum Age
ID Status 4 8 10 12 14 16 18
Never 1 B 1
2 B 1
3 B 1
4 B 1
5 B 1
6 B 1
7 B 1
8 B 1
9 B 1
10 W ? 1
11 W 1
Wellfare 2 2 2 2 2 0 1
Minimum Age
ID Status 4 8 10 12 14 16 18
Never 12 P 1
13 P 1
14 P 1
15 p 1
16 P 1
17 P 1
18 P 1
19 P 1
20 P 1
21 P 1
22 P 1
23 P 1
24 P 1
25 P 1
Parents 4 1 3 1 2 2 0
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1 W 4 1 3 2
2 W 2 1 4 3
3 W 4 2 3 1
4 W
5 W 4 3 2 1
6 W 1 2 4 3
7 W 1 1 1
8 W 1 2
9 W 3 2 1 4
10 W 4 3 1 2
11 W 4 3 1 2
12 P 3 1 4 2
13 P 4 1 3 2
14 P 4 1 2 3
15 P 2 4 3 1
16 P 3 3 1 1
17 P 4 3 2 1
18 P 2 3 1
19 P 3 4 1 2
20 P 1 4 3 2
21 P 3 4 2 1
22 P 3 1 4 2 3
23 P 3 1 4 2
24 P 3 4 1 2
25 P 3 1 2 4
Totals 23 8 45 80 6 10 69 1
 
 
Question 9) 
 
When considering leaving a child unsupervised, what do you think influences your decision 
making process? (Please identify four and place them in order of importance 1 being most 
important) 
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Age Participants
8 0
10 0
11 4
12 0
13 2
14 10
15 2
16 2
17 0
18
 
 
Question 11) 
  The 1970's phrase “latchkey kids” referring to (usually) secondary school age children who 
would let themselves into the house after school and await the return of their parents from 
work.  Please state at what age you might consider this acceptable  
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6 W 2 1 3
7 W
8 W 2 1
9 W 1 3 2
10 W
11 W 3 2 1
12 P 2 1 3
13 P 3 2 1
14 P 1 2 3
15 P 3 1 2
16 P 1 1 1
17 P
18 P 3 2 1
19 P
20 P 2 3 1
21 P 2 3 1
22 P 3 1 2
23 P 3 2 1
24 P 1 3 2
25 P 1 3 2
Totals 5 9 25 32 5 10 31 5
Question 12
Question 12) 
Do you believe you have a good understanding of the responsibilities of parents regarding 
assessment of “home alone” / “child supervision” in the eyes of the law? Please identify the 
root of your understanding by listing the THREE most significant factors below:-  (1 being  
most significant)   
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9 W 1 0 1 0 0
10 W 1 0 0 1 1
11 W 0 0 1 1 1
Wefare Totals 10 1 7 9 6
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12 P 1 0 1 1 1
13 P 1 1 1 0 0
14 P 1 0 1 1 1
15 P 0 0 0 0 1
16 P 0 0 0 0 0
17 P 0 0 0 0 0
18 P 0 0 0 0 0
19 P 0 0 0 0 0
20 P 1 0 0 0 0
21 P 0 0 0 0 0
22 P 1 0 1 1 1
23 P 1 0 0 0 1
24 P 1 0 1 1 0
25 P 1 0 1 1
Parents Totals 8 1 6 5 5
Question 13)   
Knowledge of regulations and guidelines regarding child law. 
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APPENDIX  3: Questionnaire                       
This study is being undertaken by Pauline Fisher BSc (Hon), currently studying MA Social 
Work, University of Cumbria.   
This questionnaire has been prepared in order to gain a better understanding of how people 
make decisions regarding the supervision of children.  It has been designed for both parents 
and welfare practitioners to try and determine whether they are “singing from the same 
hymn sheet”, so to speak.  In particular, it will attempt to capture what influences your 
opinion of what constitutes “likely harm to a child” and “maturity of a child”, relating to 
healthy children of standard ability. 
Details (please complete)  Name:  …....................................... 
     Organisation:   …....................................... 
       …....................................... 
       …....................................... 
     Age:  …....................................... 
 
Status: (circle as appropriate)  Parent   /   Welfare Practitioner   /   Both  
 
2) At what age would you consider leaving a child unsupervised to be acceptable? 
For each age please select an appropriate period for a child to be unattended by ticking the 
relevant box. 
   
 Under 
2yrs 
2 to 
4yrs 
5 to 
8yrs 
9 to 
12yrs 
13 to 
16yrs 
16 to 
18yrs 
Never       
5 mins       
10 mins       
½ Hour       
Overnight       
In an Emergency       
 
 
62 
 
2)  At what age did your parents leave you unsupervised? 
Please specify the decade i.e. 1970’s, 1980’s etc        …………………….. 
 
As best as you can remember, please select an appropriate period you were left unattended 
by ticking the relevant box.  
 
 Under 
2yrs 
2 to 
4yrs 
5 to 
8yrs 
9 to 
12yrs 
13 to 
16yrs 
16 to 
18yrs 
Never       
5 mins       
10 mins       
½ Hour       
Overnight       
In an Emergency       
3) At what age would you consider an elder child responsible enough to supervise a younger 
child / sibling?  …………… What factors would you 
consider……………………………………………………………………. 
 
4) When making a decision regarding the maturity of a child, who do you believe is best placed 
to make that assessment?  
a) The Parent     b) A Social Worker    c) Children's Charities     d) The Law      e) Health 
Visitor 
 
5) Regarding child supervision – particularly “home alone” situations, who do you believe 
LEGALLY makes the assessment of what is acceptable?  
a) The Parent     b) A Social Worker    c) Children's Charities     d) The Law      e) Health 
Visitor 
 
6) Do you believe that there is a legal minimum age at which a child can be left unsupervised?       
 Yes / No  Age……. 
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7) In addition to the UK's legal requirements, the NSPCC offer three recommendations 
regarding child supervision.  Can you match their recommendations against the correct age 
groups? (where “<” = “less than”) 
 
Please circle as appropriate:- 
 
Shouldn’t be left alone overnight  <4 <8  <10 <12 <14 <16 <18      
 
Shouldn’t be left for long periods  <4 <8  <10 <12 <14 <16 <18 
 
Should never be left alone  <4 <8  <10 <12 <14 <16 <18 
 
8) What information do you think an adult should make a child aware of, before leaving them 
unsupervised for a one hour?................................................................................................. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
9)  When considering leaving a child unsupervised, what do you think influences your decision 
making process? (Please identify four and place them in order of importance 1 being most 
important) 
Influence       Priority 
 
a)   Other parents & friends     …....... 
b)   Advice from Schools / Teachers    …....... 
c) Regulatory Requirements (the Law)   …....... 
d) The child's behaviour      …....... 
e)   Social Workers / Child welfare workers etc  …....... 
f)    Charity advice (NSPCC, Action for Children)  …....... 
g)   Your own parentage “how you were parented”   …....... 
h)   Other (please specify)     …....... 
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10) Considering the "likelihood of harm" (risk) to an unsupervised child a number of factors can 
play a part and some of these are listed below. How often do you consciously consider 
each?  (circle as appropriate). 
 
      a) Period of absence of supervision (5min, 1/2 hour etc) 
Occasionally  /  Always  /  Depends on other risks  /  Never 
 
      b) Frequency of absence of supervision (daily, weekly, hourly etc) 
          Occasionally  /  Always  /  Depends on other risks  /  Never 
 
      c) Activity of child while unsupervised - example (in cot or playing freely) 
          Occasionally  /  Always  /  Depends on other risks  /  Never 
 
      d) Nature of danger / hazard -  (is the cooker on, gas fire?) 
          Occasionally  /  Always  /  Depends on other risks  /  Never 
 
      e) Maturity of the child – how responsible are they? 
          Occasionally  /  Always  /  Depends on other risks  /  Never 
 
11)  The 1970's phrase “latch key kids” referring to (usually) secondary school age children 
who would let themselves into the house after school and await the return of their parents 
from work.   
 
a)  Do you consider yourself to have been a “latch key kid”?       
 
Yes   /  No 
 
b) Do you believe the “latch key kid” scenario is still acceptable in modern society?  
 
Yes   /  No 
c) If you have answered “Yes” to above question please state at what age you might  
           consider this acceptable  ………..                             
 
 
12) Do you believe you have a good understanding of the responsibilities of parents regarding 
assessment of “home alone” / “child supervision” in the eyes of the law?  
 Yes   /   No 
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If you have answered “Yes” above, please identify the root of your understanding by listing 
the THREE most significant factors below:-  (1 being  most significant)   
Factor        Significance 
 
a)   Advice from Schools / Teachers      …....... 
b)   NSPCC Guide lines, Action for Children advice   …....... 
ci) 1933,1989,2004,2014 Children Acts (the Law)   …....... 
d) The child's behaviour       …....... 
e)   Social Workers / Child welfare workers etc   …....... 
f)    Other parents & friends       …....... 
g)   Your own parents       …....... 
h)   Local Child Welfare procedures     ….......                                      
 i)   Notice boards / Doctors      …....... 
If you have answered “No” above, please identify any improvements you might make to the 
law clarify the decision making process when considering child supervision. Or alternatively 
explain how you feel about not knowing what is expected of you.: 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………..……………………………………………………………………………………………          
 
13)   This question is very pointed, it is not a trick question however I do request that you are 
honest and professional in your answer because it is fundamental to my study.  The most 
important pieces of UK legislation regarding child welfare and supervision are the “Children 
and Young Persons Act 1933” (modified by the Serious Crime Act 2015) and the “Children 
Act 1989”. 
 a) Have you heard of either Act?    Yes   /  No 
 b) Have you read the 1933 Act?    Yes   /  No 
c) Have you read the 1989 Act?    Yes   /  No 
d) Are you aware of their requirements?   Yes   /  No 
e) Are you aware of the NSPCC guidance and 
    recommendations?       Yes   /  No 
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14)  In recent surveys, half of the people polled considered the actions of the parents in the 
McCann case to be acceptable and half did not.  What are you opinions regarding this? 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
If you have any further comments and or opinions on the subject of “home alone” / child 
supervision / neglect  / child maturity  / “likelihood of harm”  /  “latch key kids”  / your own 
experiences, etcetera., that you think might help my study, could you please include them 
below. 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………... 
 
Confidentiality will be upheld   
However all participant will be provided with instructions of my duty to breach confidentiality 
if they inform me of any negligent practice which present a “clear present and serious” risk to 
themselves or another person. If this were the situation then “case study” information would 
be disclosed anonymously for further evaluation, with personal information only disclosed at 
the explicit request of the safeguarding authority. 
Finally, can I take this opportunity to thank you very much for agreeing to complete this 
questionnaire to help my study. 
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Research Ethics Application  
for Taught Degree ;BaĐhelors & MastersͿ studeŶts 
AppliĐatioŶ for study iŶǀolǀiŶg HuŵaŶ PartiĐipaŶts 
 
NB: This forŵ should ďe suďŵitted to your DissertatioŶ superǀisor aŶd 
DissertatioŶ Module Leader oŶĐe reǀieǁed aŶd sigŶed ďy your superǀisor. 
The forŵ is desigŶed as a disĐussioŶ doĐuŵeŶt as ǁell as a reĐord of ethiĐal 
approǀal 
 
All fields will expand as required. 
1. Title of Project:  
An investigation to determine how parents and social workers understand, interpret, and 
apply in practice, the law, the various guidelines, or other influences, when assessing the 
“likely harm” (risk) to, and “maturity” of, a child in “home alone” situations.     
 
2.  As this a student project, please indicate type of course you are on by ticking the relevant box: 
 
□ BSc     □ BA     □ MSc     MA    □ PgC     □ PgD          
 
3.  Type of study 
 Involves direct involvement by human subjects            
□ Involves existing documents/anonymised data only.   
 
Applicant information 
4. Name of applicant (student):  
Pauline Fisher 
5. Project supervisor(s) 
    Name(s):   Mathew Smith 
    E-mail(s):  Matthew.Smith@Cumbria.ac.uk 
 
This completed document must be discussed with your supervisor. 
 
The Project 
NOTE: In addition to completing this form you must submit all supporting materials such as participant 
information sheet (PIS) and consent form. 
6. Overall purpose of the research in 3-4 sentences (maximum length 150 words). 
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 The aim of this dissertation is to examine and investigate dangers of ’leaving 
children home alone’, and how the law is interpreted by parents and professionals within 
the child welfare field.  By reflecting on high profile cases such as the disappearance of 
Madeline McCann, to emphasise the importance of correct early intervention where 
justified.   
 
This dissertation will help to determine if a discrepancy exists between the legal 
requirement for child supervisor, and parent and social worker de facto practice regarding 
child supervision.   Addressing the underlying question “is understanding of, or lack of 
clarification regarding current legislation, putting our children at risk?”   
The contention is that amendments to legislation are essential in order to provide 
vulnerable children greater protection under the law, and a clearer policy could prove 
beneficial to support both parents and social worker practice.   
With regard to “home alone” cases, exactly how parents and practitioners establish 
“child maturity” and “likely harm” (risk) and specifically how that translates it into practice, 
will be examined.    
7. Anticipated project dates  
 
              Start date: ____Jan 2015____________     End date: ______August 2015___________ 
 
8. Please describe the sample of participants to be studied (including number, age, gender): 
My aim is to secure 5 social workers/family support officers and 5 young parents (over 18 
years) from a local parenting group and 5 older parents from W.R.V.S.   
My assumption is that the majority will be Female; however gender is not an issue.  
9. How will participants be recruited and from where?  Be as specific as possible. 
My intension is to contact Cumbria County Council Children Services in Workington to ask 
request their consent for staff participation. 
Parent participants will be sought from two sauces firstly via contact Mrs Beverly Crosby 
(Midwife), requesting access to her young parenting group.  Ensuring all participants are 
over the age of 18.  Secondly Via contacting Woman’s Royal Voluntary Service (or Similar) 
to request their participation. The rational being “to offer a broader sample”. 
 
Stage 1 - Please complete all sections by ringing the appropriate answer. 
1.  RISKS 
Do any aspects of the study pose a possible risk to participants’ physical 
well-being (e.g. use of substances such as alcohol or extreme situations 
such as sleep deprivation)?  
 NO 
69 
 
Are there any aspects of the study that participants might find 
embarrassing or be emotionally upsetting? 
 NO 
Are there likely to be culturally sensitive issues (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity 
etc)? 
 NO 
Does the study require access to confidential sources of information (e.g. 
medical, criminal, educational records etc.)? 
 NO 
Might conducting the study expose the researcher to any risks (e.g. 
collecting data in potentially dangerous environments)?  
 NO 
Does the intended research involve vulnerable groups (e.g. prisoners, 
children, older or disabled people, victims of crime etc.) 
Young 
parents (ie 
16/17) will 
not be 
invited to 
participate 
NO 
 
 
2.  DISCLOSURE 
Does the study involve covert methods? 
However a 
“repeat” 
question willl 
be included 
for validation  
purposes 
NO 
Please confirm that the study does not involve the use of deception, either in 
the form of withholding essential information about the study or intentionally 
misinforming participants about aspects of the study. 
 
 
 
 
 
NO  
 deception is 
not involved 
 
 
 
3.  DEBRIEFING         
Do the planned procedures include an opportunity for participants to ask questions 
and/or obtain general feedback about the study after they have concluded their part 
in it?  
On completion of the dissertation all participants will be offered with a 
copy of the results. 
 
YES 
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4.  INFORMED PARTICIPATION/CONSENT 
Will participants in the study be given accessible information outlining: a) the 
general purpose of the study, b) what participants will be expected to do c) 
individuals’ right to refuse or withdraw at any time? 
YES   
Will participants have an opportunity to ask questions prior to agreeing to 
participate?     
YES   
Have appropriate authorities given their permission for participants to be recruited 
from or data collected on their premises (e.g. shop managers, head teachers, 
classroom lecturers)?    
  NA 
 
5.   ANONYMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
Is participation in the study anonymous?  
 
 No  
If anonymity has been promised, do the general procedures ensure that individuals 
cannot be identified indirectly (e.g. via other information that is taken)?  
    
 No  
Have participants been promised confidentiality? 
However all participant will be provided with instructions of my duty to breach 
confidentiality if they inform me of any negligent practice or intent which may cause 
harm to themselves or another person. 
   
Yes   
If confidentiality has been promised, do the procedures ensure that the information 
collected is truly confidential (e.g. that it will not be quoted verbatim)?  Yes   
Will data be stored in a secure place which is inaccessible to people other than the 
researcher?   
YES   
If participants’ identities are being recorded, will the data be coded (to disguise 
identity) before computer data entry?  
Participants will be identified only as parents or social workers. 
 
  N/A 
 
  
71 
 
 
6.  SUMMARY OF ETHICAL CONCERNS 
If any of the boxes below require ticks, you should complete the relevant sections in the Stage 
2 below. If none of the boxes require ticks, then it is reasonable to expect approval, after 
discussion with your supervisor.  
If you have answered ‘YES’ to any of the questions in Section 1 (risks), please tick the box      
If you have answered ‘YES’ to any of the questions in Section 2 (Disclosure/covert methods), please 
tick the box     
 
If you have answered ‘NO’ to any of the questions in Section 3 (debriefing), please tick the box 
       
 
If you have answered ‘NO’ to any of the questions in Section 4 (consent), please tick the box 
        
 
If you have answered ‘NO’ to any of the questions in Section 5 (confidentiality), please tick the box
      
 
 
 
Stage 2: Ethical Considerations 
If you have ticked any of the boxes above please give details below of how you will 
address each issue in your research  
Section 1  - Risks     
Section 2 – Disclosure/covert methods     
 
Section 3 – Debriefing     
 
Section 4 – Consent   
 
 
Section 5 Confidentiality    
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At an early stage during preparation of the dissertation proposal it was recognised by both 
the author and supervisor that this research was going to present a dilemma concerning 
confidentiality.  However, such research is not unique and the author was advised to consider 
the solution adopted by the NSPCC Report “Child abuse and neglect in the UK today” 
(Radford, Corral, Bradley, Fisher, Bassett, Howat and Collishaw 2011).  The ethical dilemmas 
encountered regarding rights to confidentiality and protection from harm are considered in 
the report (p174 para's 2 and 3) and summarised herein.   
The NSPCC report recognised that whilst guarantees of confidentiality encourage truthful 
participation (and hence more accurate results), researcher disclosure to child protection 
services can result in the parent and/or children feeling harmed or betrayed by the study.  
The Report recognised the answer to this question was not clear and how best to resolve it 
remained controversial (the report cited Amaya-Jackson et al, 2000; King and Churchill, 
2000; Runyan, 2000).  Indeed at one point the NSPCC considered Ghate and Spencer 
(1995) might be correct in suggesting that the ethical dilemma could be impossible to 
overcome and such research with children should be avoided.  Fortunately the NSPCC 
concluded (as per Amaya-Jackson), that the benefits of such research outweigh its 
avoidance.  
The NSPCC's considered position regarding the ethical dilemma of confidentiality/disclosure 
was to some extent an expedient compromise where it attempted to maintain the 
confidentiality of child (and/or parent) with the obvious benefits in quality of data collection, 
whilst simultaneously strongly adhering to the believe that abuse must be reported in 
situations of “clear, present and serious harm”  (Runyan, 2000).  
I agree with Cashmore (2006), and Dawes Knight (2000), that in terms of data quality the 
best results would be obtained if the data were gathered anonymously. However, the social 
worker's safeguarding responsibilities prevent this.  As a result, the approach adopted is to 
mimic the NSPCC's compromise method.  I have therefore intentionally designed the 
questionnaire so that the participants can say what they believe without saying what they 
have done.  My intention here is to try and identify potential shortfalls in care provision 
without actually identifying cases of it.  
In the unlikely event that I obtain any information signifying concern that a child may be in 
need of safeguarding, I have an obligation (following the  Children Act 2004) to discuss any 
such findings immediately with my dissertation supervisor (Mathew Smith).  At this point I will 
continue to withhold the personal details of the participants.  In the event that my supervisor 
deems the safeguarding issue to be a case of “clear, present and serious harm” and advises 
further action needs to be taken I would contact the local authority “children safeguarding 
team”.  Only at that final stage would the anonymity of the participant be removed and only 
then if specifically requested by the safeguarding team.  The safeguarding team would then 
consider how best to proceed.  At no other point would there be disclosure of personal details 
to my supervisor or anyone else.  This layered approach is consistent with the approach 
adopted by the NSPCC report's authors and the NSPCC guidance 2011.    
 
However, where the concern raised is deemed negligible (following my supervisor’s advice) I 
may be required to inform the participant or organisation of any highlighted concerns.  That in 
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turn might warrant recommendations for additional training or guidance on the subject matter. 
 
 
All “information sharing practice” I have listed, are clarified in recent policy and guidance 
including the HM Government Information Sharing Vision Statement (2006), the Children’s 
Plan (2007) and the Think Family reports (2006, 2008) the statutory guidance Working 
Together to Safeguard Children (HMG, 2006), section 10 of the Children Act 2004 “the duty 
to co-operate to improve well-being of children”; plus section 11 “the duty to safeguard and 
promote the welfare of children”.  
 
A statement summarising the confidentiality / disclosure issues addressed above has been 
included in the questionnaire. 
 
 
Supportive Materials Checklist 
Please attach all necessary supportive materials and indicate in the checklist below. 
Please tick as appropriate 
Participant Information Sheet      
 
Consent Form 
 
Letter of invitation  
 
Other (please state, and explain)  
 
Approval: Yes/ No 
 
Student signature: Pauline Fisher    Date 
 
 
Project supervisor:     Date 
Comments: 
 
Programme Team/Module Leader:   Date 
Comments: 
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APPENDIX 4:  
Letter from Police declining survey 
101 Emails (101Emails@cumbria.police.uk)  
 
 
 
From: 
 
Sent: 04 October 2015 23:14:32 
To: 'Pauline Fisher' (pauline-fisher@hotmail.co.uk)  
Thank you for using the Cumbria Constabulary e-mail facility.  
                                                                                                                    
In response to your enquiry, unfortunately we are unable to complete the questionnaire 
attached to your email. Due to organisational policy we are not able to complete such requests 
and as such we are not able to participate in your research proposal.   
 Please regard this message as receipt of your email to Cumbria Constabulary. 
 If we may be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us. If you require 
police assistance please contact us through our telephone channels by dialling the new non-
emergency number of 101, or in an emergency ring 999. 
 Thank you 
Force Control Room 
Cumbria Constabulary 
Tel: 101 
Email:  101emails.@cumbria.police.uk 
  
 
 
 
